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Symbols 


oF Check 
++ Double check 
+e Checkmate 
+(F) Slight advantage to White (Black) 
+ (#) Clear advantage to White (Black) 
+— (—+)Winning advantage to White (Black) 
= Level position 
Unclear position 
Good move 
? Bad move 
I! Outstanding move 
”? Blunder 
!? Interesting move 
7! Dubious move 
Ch Championship 
IZ Interzonal 
Z Zonal 
ol Olympiad 
Correspondence 


The symbols for move evaluations 
tend to be used in a variety of 
ways. For instance !? may mean 
‘there are alternatives’ or ‘maybe 
good’. ?! is often used when an 
annotator does not trust a move, 


but suspects that it could possibly 
be made to work. Some players 
mark their moves !! if they are a 
good attempt to blow the 
opponent off the board, even if 
objectively a simpler approach 
may be preferable. 


Introduction 


Opening schemes range from 
those in which Black aims to 
develop methodically, carefully 
neutralising White’s threats, to 
those in which Black attempts to 
meet fire with fire, entering into a 
full-scale battle for the initiative 
from the outset. Alekhine’s 
Defence represents the latter strat- 
egy in its purest form. 

In the nineteenth century, | ... 
“f6 was generally regarded as a 
mistake, the most notable ‘pre- 
historic’ items being two odds 
games Anderssen—Pearson, Lon- 
don 1862 (2 eS AdS 3 &c4) and 
Stanley—-Horne, Cambridge 1860 
which reached the line 2 @c3 d5 
3 ed by transposition. The real 
history of the defence began in 
Budapest 1921, when Alexander 
Alekhine’s impressive victory over 
Steiner suggested that chasing the 
impudent knight might be a 
double-edged venture. The new 
opening quickly found followers, 
amongst the ‘hypermoderns’ and 
elsewhere, but this was largely due 
to the natural appeal of any brash 
new idea. Before the end of the 
decade, many players, uncertain 


of its objective merits, especially 
against the Four Pawns Attack, 
began to abandon the opening. 

The idea, however, had been 
established, and, especially in the 
post-war Soviet Union, analysts 
painstakingly constructed a sound 
theoretical basis for the Alekhine, 
the popularity of which gradually 
increased during the 1950s and 
1960s. Players such as Mecking, 
Hort, Ljubojevic, §Timman, 
Vaganian and Larsen demon- 
strated the opening’s dynamic 
potential, but it was Fischer’s suc- 
cesses which led to the Alekhine’s 
boom of the early to mid-1970s. 
However, the main line with 4 @f3 
began to be perceived as 
unpleasant for Black, on account 
of the lines 4... g6 5 2c4 Db6 6 
2b3 227 7 DgS d5 8 f4 and 4 
... &84 5 ge2 e6 6 0-0 Re7 7 
c4 Abb 8 Ac3 0-0 9 Re3 d5 10 
c5 &xf3 11 gf. With no leading 
player willing to defend the open- 
ing’s honour, it again retreated to 
the theoretical sidelines. 

The 1980s saw a great deal of 
regeneration, notably from Lev 
Alburt, and a new generation of 
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Soviets, following the continuing 
example of Vladimir Bagirov. Cur- 
rently, the Alekhine’s bad repu- 
tation persists, but this is in spite 
of its rather healthy theoretical 
status and respectable record in 
practice. In most lines, Black has 
a choice of a number of reasonably 
sound options in addition to a 
variety of obscure attempts to 
create chaos. 

Generally in an introduction to 
an openings book, the reader 
expects to find some general guid- 
ance as to how the opening in 
question should be played. In the 
case of the Alekhine this is no 
simple matter, since, unlike such 
openings as the Benoni, Queen’s 
Gambit Declined and, to a lesser 
extent, main line Sicilians, the 
pawn structure will be in a state 
of flux quite some way into the 
game. Therefore Black must 
decide how to attack White’s cen- 
tre and consider how the tension 
may eventually be resolved before 
committing his minor pieces. 
Indeed, in the battle for the initia- 
tive, development may have to be 
delayed in order to secure coun- 
terplay — it is all too easy, having 
provoked White’s pawns forward, 
to develop modestly, only to find 
one’s pieces have no scope. White, 
in turn, should look to develop 
flexibly and actively, ready to 
counter Black’s attempts to 
destroy the white centre. 

I have tried to squeeze as much 
relevant material as possible into 


this book, to provide the reader 
with a wide range of possible 
repertoires without sacrificing 
detail in the critical lines. Nat- 
urally, attention is focused on the 
more fashionable and _ theoreti- 
cally important systems, but 
without crowding out secondary 
lines, especially when these seem 
capable of renovation, or exemp- 
lify important ideas which may be 
employed in related variations. 

I am indebted to the efforts of 
previous authors, and have tried 
to be as accurate as possible in 
attributing analysis. When vari- 
ations appear without attribution, 
this is due to the original source 
being unclear, the moves being 
self-evident, or the analysis being 
original. 

To update, the reader should 
begin with Informator 51, NIC 
Yearbook 20, NIC Magazine 91/5, 
Shakhmatny Byulleten 91/1, and 
ChessBase Magazine 22. I would 
recommend that this be done in a 
critical manner: on the one hand 
new games do not necessarily 
supersede old theory, nor on the 
other should they be viewed pri- 
marily in the context of existing 
theory. For instance, a player may 
have come up with a refinement 
in the move order, rather than 
merely ‘transposed’, or perhaps 
not have ‘missed a strong possi- 
bility to attack’, having found in 
his home analysis the theoretical 
recommendation to be dubious. 

Of course, one can have too 


much theory. A player who is 
familiar with a few key positions 
and a number of important ideas 
is liable to have more success in 
practice than one who has memo- 
rised a large mass of theory. Is it 
any use during a game to know 
that in a particular position there 
are five viable continuations, but 
not remember which is best, or 
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why? Generally, though, under- 
standing goes hand in hand with 
knowledge, enabling a chessplayer 
to find/recall the correct plan at 
the board. 

To finish, I would like to wish 
readers creative satisfaction, good 
results and maybe even a few brilli- 
ancies in their Alekhine’s adven- 
tures. 


| White does not play 2 e5 


The moves in this chapter are 
fairly popular, though perhaps this 
is due more to the committal 
nature of 2 eS than their intrinsic 
merits. 

2 d3 and 2 2c4 are both rather 
compromising, but 2 Ac3 is a 
sensible developing move which 
holds out some hope of an advan- 
tage. Players well versed in the 
subtleties of the Vienna and the 
Four Knights’ may very well con- 
sider 2 ...cSeAtter2 ...dS, White's 
only critical continuation is 3 eS, 
whereupon 3 ... He4 has emerged 
as the main choice for hard-core 
Alekhine players. This move re- 
mains experimental in character, 
though results are encouraging. 


Todoréevié—Tal 
Marseille 1989 


1 e4 Af6 (1) 
2 «a3 
2 &£c4 is an extremely enterpris- 

ing idea, but poses Black no real 
problems. 2 ... dS 3 ed @xdS 4 
“\c3 transposes to 2 4c3 d5 3 ed 
AxdS 4 2c4. A route to solid 
equality is 2... e6 3 Ac3 d5, but 
Black has two ambitious ideas: 


(a) 2... Axed 3 Qxf7+ Sxf7 
4 wh5+ og8 (4... 6 5 Wd5+ 
e6 6 Wxe4d 227 7 wi4+ 2f67! 8 
Ac3 d5 9 #f3 Af8 10 d4+ was 
MeStrovic—Vukic, Yugoslav Ch 
1975, but simply 7 ... e8 is a 
substantial improvement.) 5 
Wd5+ e6 6 Wxe4 dS 7 We2 cS was 
judged good for Black by Euwe, 
due to Black’s bishops and strong 
centre, but the weakness of eS and 
Black’s inability to castle seem no 
less relevant, e.g. 8 Af3 Dc 9 d3 
Re7 10 2f4 2f6 11 c3 Rd7 12 
0-0 Wb6 13 Abd2 He8 14 AeS 
AxeS 15 2xeS hS 16 Af3 2c6 
17 a4 h4 18 h3 Wd8 19 d4+ 
Sermek-—H. Grinberg, Bled 1989. 

(b) 2... bS!?? 3 2b3 3 Sxb5 
A@xe4) 3... c5!? (3... &b7 4 d3 
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c5 5 Af3 e6!? 6 e5 Ags 7 0-0 Ac6 
8 c4! b4 9 2f4 DAge7 10 d4!? 
[Ivanovic-Kovaéevic, Sarajevo 
1983] 10... Axd4! 11 Axd4 cd 12 
wxd4 @f5 13 Wd3 &c5 gives 
Black good prospects on the king- 
side. White should prefer 8 c3=) 
45 c4 5 ef gf 6 Wfi3 Ac6 7 De2 
2b7 8 Wg3 WaS 9 &xc4 be 10 
Aa3 wd5 11 Ac3 We6+ 12 $dl 
#Ae5 13 Hel h5 14 f4 h4 15 We3 
Sh6 16 He2 wfS 17 Axc4 axf4 
18 wf2 we4 19 d3 @xh2 20 De3 
wWe3 21 Wxg3 2xg3 22 d4 Hf3!? 
23 DLS e6 24 De4 Sxe4 25 Exe4 
Ags 26 2xg5 fg 27 Axg3 hg+ 
Glavan—Dobren, Pula 1990. 
oaks e5 

Black has plenty of feasible 
alternatives, but this is the simplest 
way to profit from White’s insipid 
second move. Black is ideally 
placed to meet an attempt to reach 
a King’s Indian Attack, so how is 
White to develop? 

3. AF3 

3 f4 is a logical attempt to justify 
2 d3, but the moves do not blend 
well: 3... Ac6! 4 Af3 (4 fe Axes 
5 DF3 Axf3+ 6 Wxf3 d5 7 e5 We7 
8 d4 He4 9 2d3 Wh4+ 10 g3 
We4 11 Dd2 Wxf3 12 Axf3 2e7 
13 @e3 £h3 14 Bxe4 de 15 Ad2 
0-0-0 16 0-0-0 [6 17 ef &xf6 18 
c3 Hhe8= Nimzowitsch—Alekhine, 
New York 1927) 4 ... d5 S:ed)(5 
fe de 6 ef ef 7 Wxf3 Ad4 8 We4+ 
ge6 9 Sdi!+ Carr—Burgess, 
Cambridge 1989) 5... Axd5 6 fe 
&g4 7 Re2 (7 c3 DAxeS 8 We2 
2d6 9 d4 2xf3 10 gf Wh4+ 11 


éd1 0-0-0 12 de Hhe8) 7 ... 
&xf3 8 axf3 wh4+ 9 g3 (9 ofl? 
0-0-0 10 Ac3 Rc5! 11 He4 De3+ 
12 gxe3 gxe3 13 Wel whé 14 
&g3 Bd4!= Maroczy—Alekhine, 
New York 1924)9... Wd4 10 We2 
0-0-0 11 c3 Wxe5 12 0-0 Wxe2 
13 @xe2 2e7, with ... 216 to 
follow, was assessed as equal by 
Alekhine. 

Saws 
4 e2 

After 4 bd2 d5, White has a 
couple of independent ideas: 

(a) 5 g3?! &c5! (Logical when 
White fianchettoes.) 6 &2g2 de 7 
de 0-0 8 0-0 a5 9 a4 (9 c3 bé6! 
took control of the a6—f1 diagonal 
in Raki¢c—Ciocaltea, Novi Sad 
1973, since 10 We2? fails to 10... 
2a6*11 Dc4 a4!. There followed 
10 Ab3 2d6 11 2g5 h6 12 Rxf6 
Wxf6 13 a4 2a6 14 Hel Ad8!+) 
9... We7 10 c3 Bd8 11 Dh4? 26 
12 h3 b6! 13 Hel Hd3! 14 Hhf3 
Sxf2+! 15 &xf2 WeS+ 0-1 
Todorcevic—K ovacevic, Ljubljana 
1989. 

(b). 5 c3 intends 5... 2e7 6 b4 
a6 7 a3 0-0 8 2b2 He8 9 We?. 
Black may as well prevent this 
with S$... a5, whilst 5... g6 is also 
logical, since b4 is less effective 
when Black has e5 well defended. 

A FR d5 
5 &Abd2 26 

5... &c5 exposes the bishop 
for no good reason here, e.g. 6 c3 
de 7 de a5 8 0-0 0-0 9 Wc2 He8 
10 Ac4 We7 11 2g5t+t Keres— 
Allen, Vancouver 1975. 


5)\c6 


By developing the bishop 
modestly, Black can maintain the 
central tension. The principal 
alternative to the text is 5... 2e7 
6 0-0 (6 c3 aS 7 Wc2 0-0 8 fl 
He8 9 Dg3 g6 10 0-0 Wdo 11 
b3 2f8 12 2b2 2g7= Csom- 
Lengyel, Hungarian Ch 1966) 6... 
0-0 7 c3 a5. From this position, 
Marangunic—Flear, Bern Open 
1991 continued 8 a4 (8 Wc2 He8 
9 Hel 2f8 10 fl h6 11 edi 
b6 12 Ag3 2a6 13 Re2 g6= 
Barcza—Pogats, Hungarian Ch 
1959) 8... Be8 9 h3 2f8 10 Bel 
h6 11 afl 2e6 12 We2 Ad7! 13 
&b3 f5 14 ed &xd5 15 Afd2 wf 
16 ge2 (16 Ac4) 16... Bad8 17 
SP3e(17T WAS) 17>... at 18 
&xd5 wxd5 19 &fl f4!, when 
White was clearly in desperate 
trouble. After 20 d4 ed 21 Hxe8 
Hxe8 22 2xf4 d3 23 Wdl “cS! 
24 @xc5 2xc5 25 Ae3 2xe3 26 
&xe3 De7! 27 c4 Wed 28 whS5 
ALS 29 2d2 He5! 30 We4 Wxe4 
31 hg Ad6 32 b3 BHe2 33 Bdl De4 
34 ge3 d2 35 $f1 Ag3+! Black 
obtained a won ending. 

6 0-0 

6 c3 2g7 (6... a5 7 Wa4) 7 b4 
(7 0-0 a5; 7 Wce2 0-0 8 &f1?! 
b6! 9 Ag3 &b7+ Tartakower- 
Bogolyubov, London 1922) 7... 
0-0 8 &b2 HhS 9 g3 2h3 crossed 
White’s plans in Csom—Polgar, 
Hungarian Ch 1966. 


GO oe. &g7 
7 ts a5! 
8 a4 0-0 
9 Hel He8 
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10 = &fl b6 (2) 
Often a useful move, especially 
when White has no pressure on 
the long diagonal. 


11. ed 4)xd5 
12 wWb3 af4 
13 Aed 206 
14. We2 d5 
15 g3 h6 

16 292 wd7 
17 ®ed2 Xad8 
18 Ac4 &db4! 


In trying to generate play 
against e5, White has allowed a 
devastating combination. 


19 cb 4\xb4 
20 We3 wxd3 
21 ®a3Z e4 


All is now clear. Black will have 
a won ending. 22 Wxd3 Axd3 23 
xed Axcl 24 Bxcl Rxb2 25 
Bxc7 Hdl+ 26 Hel Bxel+ 27 
®xel 2xa3 28 Ad3 Hd8 29 afl 
of5 30 Bc3 2b4 31 Bb3 Bd4 
32 [3 2d7 33 Sf2 axa4 34 Bb2 
ge7 35 &e3 Bd6 36 Des Hdl 
37 oc4 Bel+ 38 He2 2c5+ 39 
$d3 Bxe2 40 Yxe2 Hg7 41 
@xf7 2e7 42 AeS 2d6 0-1. 
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Gibbs—Schmid 
Lugano 1968 


1 e4 Df6 2 DAc3 d5 
3 ed 
4 HDge2 

A related idea is 4 g3, inviting 
transposition to a line of the 
Vienna, with 4... eS. This is con- 
sidered satisfactory for Black, 
though far from simple to play. 
Black has two main methods of 
disrupting White’s intended con- 
trol of the long diagonal: 

(a) 4... b65 282 2b7 6 Hf3 
(Black’s initial achievement is to 
keep this knight away from its 
ideal post on e2.) 6 ... e6 7 0-0 
Ze7 (7 ... &xc3 8 be Be7 9 
a4 a5 Darcyl—Hjorth, Dortmund 
1980) 8 Hel 0-0 9 e4 4d7 10 
d3 @c5 11 AxcS 2xc5 12 Ae5 
Wce8 13 2d2 f6= Westerinen- 
Timman, Tallinn 1973. 

(b) 4... Axc3 5 be wd5 6 Af3 
(6 Wf3) 6... We4+ 7 Se2 £h3 
8 Egl. Clearly this is a major 
inconvenience for White, but 
Black must now back-pedal with 
care. Benko-—Martz, USA Ch 
(New York) 1972 continued 8 ... 
224 (8 ... &c8!?) 9 d3 We6 10 
c4 e6 11 Hb! 2e7 12 DeS (12 
&b2!? 2b4+ 13 Ad2 Bxe2 14 
Wxe2+ Martz) 12 ... 2xe2 13 
Wxe2 Wa6 14 ofl (After 14 wf3, 
Black can try 14... 2f6 15 Ag4 
&c3+ or 14... 0-0 15 Wxb7 
Wxa2 16 Hb2 Wal 17 de2 2a3 
18 Hel 4a6) 14... Ac6 15 Axc6 
Wxc6 16 2b2 0-0 17 Wg4 and a 


@xd5 


draw was agreed in view of 17... 
f6 18 Hel e5 19 Wed. 

4 4xd5 is very insipid indeed. 
After 4... Wxd5, White has tried 
two moves. 

(a) 5 Wfi3 wWeS (5... e6 6 Wxd5 
ed 7 Af3 2f5 8 d3 Ac6 9 Af4 
@d7! 10 0-0-0 He8 was quite 
pleasant for Black in Smyslov— 
Vaganian, Moscow TV 1987. Is 
this any way to use the white 
pieces?) 6 Wb3 Ac6 7 Af3 e5 8 
ac4 f6 9 0-0 2d6 10 d4 ed 11 
2g8 DAe7 12 wh7+ &d7 13 b4 
wxb4 14 2d2 Wc5 15 Efel b6 16 
Wxg7 &xg8 17 Bxe7+ @xe7 18 
Wxg8 2b7 19 Wxh7 2xf3 20 
Wh3+ @c6 21 wWxf3+ wd5F 
Razinkin—Aronin, USSR 1960. 

(b) 5 d4 Ac6 6 Af3 (6 c3 €5; 6 
&e3 05 7 de Wxe5 8 c3 Sc5+) 
and Black can break in the centre 
immediately, or develop a little 
first: 

(b1) 6... eS 7 263 (7 AxeS 
“xd4; 7 de Wxd1+ 8 exd1 224 
9 f4 c5+) 7... 284 (7... ed 
8 Axd4 2cS=) 8 de 2xf3 9 wxf3 
Wxf3 10 gf Dxe5 11 0-0-0 2d6 
12 2b5+ f8 13 ge2 h5! 14 
Hd5 Ag6 15 £d3 b6 16 h3 He8 
17 Bgl Be6 18 di Bf6 19 gd4 
&xf3 and Black had secured 
counterplay in Salazar—Alburt, 
Santiago 1981. 

(b2) 6... 2¢4 7 ge2 0-0-0 8 
c3 e5 9 0-0 ed 10 cd 2d6 (10... 
@xd4? 11 Axd4 Sxe2 12 wWxe2 
Wxd4 13 g25+ wd3? 14 
Badl+—; 10 ... @xf3 11 @xf3 
Wxd4 12 Wb3=) 11 ge3 Sb8 12 


h3 £d7 13 We2 (13 Bcl=) 13 
... f614a3 Mde8 15 Bfdl De7 16 
We4 2c6 17 Wcl g5 18 Del h5 
19 2f3 wfS+ Alburt—Vasiukoy, 
Kharkov 1967. 

4 d4 was met by 4... Dc6 5 
&bS (5 @xd5 transposes to 4 
Dxd5 Wxd5 5 d4 above; 5 Af3) 5 
... Axc3 6 2xc6+ be 7 be wd5 
8 Wf3 2f5 9 wxd5 cd 10 2f4F in 
Factor—Alekhine, Pasadena 1932, 
whilst 4... &f5 is also good: 5 
2d3 2xd3 6 Wxd3 @c6 and 
White must defend against 7 ... 
Adb4, and after 5 AxdS wxd5, 
Black threatens to win a pawn 
with 6... We4+. Also feasible is 
the forthright 4 ... Axe3 5 be 
g6, transposing to lines considered 
under 4 4f3 after 6 Af3 or 6 2c4 
227 7 f3. 

4 }f3. Black has tried a number 
of approaches. 

(a) 4... Dc6 5 d4 2f5 6 a3 g6 
7 &c4 D6 8 2a2 2979 Se3 
e5 10 We2 0-0 11 de 224 12 Bd! 
@e8= Yates—Nimzowitsch, Baden 
Baden 1925. 

(b) 4... 284 5 d4 e6 6 Axd5 
wWxd5 7 £e2 is much less dynamic 
for Black than the line 4 @xd5 
wxd5 5 d4 above, since Black no 
longer has an option of a quick ... 
es: 

(c) 4... £5 5 Dh4?! (5 d4 Ab4; 
5 @xd5 Wxd5 6 d4? We4+; 5 2c4) 
5... 226 6 Dxg6 hg 7 wf3 e6 8 
&c4 Hh5!? 9 g4?! BeS+ 10 DAe2 
Ac6 11 c3 (11 Wg3 2d6 12 £4 
“@xf4) 11... Ab6 12 d4 Axc4 13 
de ®6xeS5 14 Wh3 (14 Wxb7 c6 
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threatens 15... Bb8, 16... wd5) 
14... Wd5S 15 Ag3 wd3 0-1 Fel- 
legi—Glatt, Hungary 1974 was an 
amusing miniature. 

(d) 4... Axc3 5 be 26 6 d4 227 
(3). The position resembles an 
Exchange Griinfeld, but with the 
pawn on c2 instead of e4 — this 
can only be in Black’s favour! 


(dl) 7 2e3 c5 8 Wd2 WaS 9 
&c4 Bc6+ Mosionzhik—Bagi- 
rov, Novosibirsk 1962. 

(d2) 7 2f4 0-O 8 Se5 c5 9 
&xg7 &xg7 10 Wd2 wWd6 11 
dc Wxd2+ (Hort considers the 
ending after 11... Wxc5 12 Wd4+ 
wxd4 13 cd marginally to favour 
White.) 12 @Axd2 Re6 13 Ab3 
Bc8 14 Ad4 2d7 15 Ebi e5! 16 
@b3 a5! 17 Ad2 Bxc5 18 Bxb7 
&c6 19 Bb2 Bxc3! 20 Ac4 Ad7 
24 @d2 eGh3 22egh Mehl 23 
BHbS! Bd8 24 Bxa5 Ab6+ 25 
gel DdS 26 BDe3 f5 27 Axd5 
2xd5 28 c4 2f3 29 Re2 Rxe2 
30 Sxe2 2d4 31 Bc5 e4 and both 
player’s fine manoeuvres had led 
to a balanced, though still sharp, 
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rook ending in Kholmov—Alburt, 
USSR Ch 1972. 

(d3) 7 2c4 0-0 8 0-0c59 &a3 
(9 2e3 Ac6; 9 We2 Dc6 10 Le3 
g4 11 Habl cd 12 cd Axd4 13 
&xd4 2xf3 14 wxf3 Wxd4 3-4 
Weidemann-Behrhorst, Bundes- 
liga 1987/8) and now 9... b5!? 10 
2d3 (10 &xb5 Wa5 11 2d3 
Wxa3 12 2e4 2a6) 10... Ad7 
11 &xbS WaS 12 &xd7 Wxa3 is 
possibly a little speculative, whilst 
9... Ad7 isa solid, logical continu- 
ation. In Janetschek—Eslon, Bar- 
celona 1975, Black opened lines 
rather too obligingly: 9 ... cd 10 
cd Ac6 11 c3 Wa5 12 Wb3 224 
13 2d5 2f6 14 Bfelx. 

4 wf3. Black now has a number 
of moves: 

(a) 4... e065 &c4 c6 6 2b3 
Re7 7 Dge2 0-0 8 d4 Axc3 9 
wWxc3 b6 10 Wf3 2b7 11 0-0 Wc8 
12 Wg3 Dd7 13 c3 cS set up a 
strong defensive position in 
MeStrovic—Cvitan, Zurich 1983. 
White now overpressed, to put it 
mildly: 14 2h6 2f6 15 2c2 Bd8 
16 Af4? Hh8! 17 2g5 gxg5 18 
Wxg5 cd 19 WhS @f6 20 wWxf7 e5 
21 DAh3 2xg2! 0-1. 

(b) 4... Ab6 has generally been 
the recommended move, as #c4 
is prevented. White can investigate 
the pawn sacrifices 5 d4 and 5 a4 
a5 6 d4!? 

(c) 4... c6 5 2c4 26 gives 
White the choice between 6 Ah3 
“dT? (6... Ac7 7 &b3) 7 2xd5 
DeS 8 We2 2xd5 9 Af4t+ Tai- 
manov—Buchmann, __ Leningrad 


1974, and 6 Age2 Ac7 7 2xe6 
Dxe6 8 d4!? Axd4 9 Axd4 Wxd4 
10 2e3 when White has good 
attacking chances. 

(d) 4... Db4 is a sound route 
to equality. 5 2c4 e6 6 2b3 
A8&C6 7 Age2 BAaS 8 Ra4+ (8 
0-0? @xb3 9 cb Wd3 10 Wg4 h5 
11 Wg3 Wxg3 12 hg 4d3 13 Of4 
Axf4 14 gf 2d7 15 d4 0-0-0 16 
d5 ed 17 AxdS 2c6 18 Hc3 h4 
19 f3 h3 20 £e3 Hd3 21 Sf2 
Bxe3 22 dxe3 2c5+ 23 $d3 
hg 24 Hfel @xf3 25 De2 2xe2+ 
0-1 Lapinski—Bagirov, Daugav- 
pils 1990) 8... 2d7 9 a3 @d5 10 
@xdS (10 &2xd7+ Wrxd7 11 d3 
c5 12 Axd5 ed= Elkin—Nosenko, 
Jurmala 1985) 10... gxa4 (10... 
ed? 11 Wxd5 @xa4 12 We4+) 11 
Ae3 2c6 12 wh5 b6 13 b4 wf6 
14 Ebi 4b7 15 2b2 Wg6 16 Wh4 
2d6 17 Af4 axf4 18 wxf4 Ad6 
19 d3 0-0 20h4 f6= Simagin-— 
Bagirov, Moscow 1968. 

ee A\c6! 

Black controls d4 while frustrat- 
ing White’s intention of a king’s 
fianchetto, as we shall see. Less 
assertive, though also good, is 4 
.-» € 5 g3 Dxc3 6 Axc3 2d7 
(preparing to oppose the long 
diagonal) 7 2c4 c5 8 0-0 Ac6 9 
Hel ©b4 10 2d5 £c6 Ii 
&xc6+ Axc6 12 d3 2e7 13 263 
0-0 14 He4 b6 4-4 Keres— 
Marovic, Erevan 1971. A direct 
method also gave reasonable play 
in Lisitsyn—Mikenas, Riga 1968: 
4... 284 5S h3 Axc3 6 be Sxe?! 
7 2xe2 c6 8 d4e69 Bbl We7 10 


ge3 Dd7 11 c4 Se7 12 wd2 
0-0 13 0-0 Bad8 14 c3 e5! 15 f4 
ed 16 cd 2f6 17 Wel Bfe8 18 
Hdl A@f8 19 af3 agor. 
Sg? 
5d47! Axc3 6 be e5 makes the 
knight on e2 look rather silly. 
White’s best is 5 AxdS wxd5 6 
“@\c3 wd6!?, though Black’s con- 
trol of d4 guarantees equal play. 
err agd 
6 Lg2 @d4! (4) 


Curiously enough, the mirror- 
image of this position can occur 
in the English Opening: 1 c4 e5 2 
Ac3 DAc6 3 Af3 g64d4 ed 5 AdS 
&g7 6 Rg5 Dge7? (6 ... Ace7!) 
7 |xd4! or 1 Df3 g6 2 c4 Sg7 3 
“c3 e5 4d4ed 5 2g5!? De7? (5 
... [6 6 Wxd4) 6 AdS Abc6 7 
4xd4! Beaumont—Cooper, Bristol 
League 1991. 

7 <@xd5? 

This loses material, as does 7 
Axd4 2xdi 8 &xd5 e5!, but 
White could battle on with 7 h3 
Axc3 8 de Af3+ 9 Rxf3 Wxdi+ 
10 @xdi &xf34F though with no 
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great prospect of eventual survi- 
val. 
: a wWxd5! 
8 f3 
With the result decided, White 
may as well have allowed one of 
the pretty mates: 8 Axd5 Af3+4+ 9 
Sfl 2h3# or 8 0OAf3+ 9 
Shi AgS5+ 10 AxdS 2f3+ 11 
egi Ah3#. 
8. 
> El 
0-1 
Lein—Alburt 
New York 1980 


1 e4 Af6 2 Ac3 d5 3 ed Axd5 
4 3c4 

This is the main attempt to 
justify the exchange on d5. Black 
does best to reply with simple 
development, whilst bearing in 
mind possibilities of hunting down 
this bishop to reduce pressure on 
Fi 


Wxf3 
Weg2 


7 er A\b6 

4 ... Axc3 is just about play- 
able: 5 Wf3 e6 6 Wxc3 Ac6 (6... 
we5?! 7 ofl! Dc6 8 AF3; 6... 
@Ad7) 7 Af3 wo 8 wxfo gf 9 d4 
2d7 (9 ... Hg8?! 10 2f4) and 
White was only a little more 
comfortable in Schultz—Prokes, 
Bardyov 1926. 

4... e6 has been played fre- 
quently here. However, a com- 
puter pointed out that 5 &xd5 
(only a computer would consider 
such an ugly move!) 5 ... ed 6 
We2+ 2c6 (6... Re7 7 We5) 7 
Wb5+ wins a pawn. After 7 ... 
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Sc6 8 Wxb7 Ab4 (8 ... Ad4 9 
&)b5) 9 WbS+ 2d7 10 We2+ 
Se7 11 d3 0-0 12 a3 He8 13 
wWdi!? real compensation for 
Black is not obvious. 

Also interesting is 5 Age2!? 
2e7 6 d4 0-0 7 0-0 b6 8 Hel 
&b7 9 AxdS+ Liiva—Burgess, 
Vosu (Estonia) 1989. 

As for queen moves, 5 Wg4 f6 
6 Wg3 2c5! 7 Wxg7? Bg8 8 wh6 
&xf2+! is rather misguided, but 
5 wf3 will transpose to other lines 
with Wf3 (e.g. 5... Ab4!? is consid- 
ered under 4 Wf3 Ab4 5 2c4 e6). 

5 Af3 2e7 6 0-0 0-0 is unlikely 
to cause Black any problems: 7 
&e4?! cS 8 c3 b6 9 d4 &b7 10 
4)g3 Dd7+ Vucinic—Kovaéevic, 
Yugoslav Ch 1985; 7 d4 b6 (7... 
4)xc3 8 bec Ad7= Keres) 8 De4 
&b7 9 We2 Ad7 10 di cS 11 
de (11 &b5?! cd 12 @xd4 We7F 
Bisguier—Keres, Tallinn 1971) 11 
... AxcS= Bagirov; 7 Hel Axc3 
(7... Af6 8 d4 DAbd7 9 Af4 Abé) 
8 bc Ad7 9 d4 b6 10 a4 a6 11 We2 
&2b7 12 2d3 c5 13 Q2f4 Wec8 was 
comfortable for Black in 
Fedorov—Sandic, Belgrade GMA 
1988. 

5 2b3 

5 £e2?! is rather insipid and 
illogical. 5... c5!? (5 ... e5) 6 Af3 
“c6 7 0-0 e5 8 d3?! (8 &bS, 
despite the loss of tempi, is the 
only consistent continuation. As 
the game proceeds, White obtains 
the black side of a King’s Indian 
gone wrong.) 8 ... £e7 9 el 
0-0 10 &fi f6 11 h3 2e6 12 a4 


Ad7 13 g3 Bf7 14 2g2 HF8 15 
$e3 wd7 16 Sh2 g5+ Maroczy— 
Flohr, Bled 1931. 

aus _ Heb 

There are a couple of inferior 
alternatives. 

5... c5?! meets with a strong 
reply which activates White’s 
queen and restricts the c8 bishop: 
6 wh5! e6 (6... c4 7 &xc4 wins 
a pawn in return for some activity.) 
7 d3 Ac6 (7 ... ReE7 8 Ded) 8 
225! 2e7 9 Bxe7! Wxe7 10 Ded 
and White’s forces gather for a 
kingside onslaught. 

5 ... e5?! leaves f7 too weak: 6 
d3 Ac6 7 D3 2g4 (7 ... Ke7 8 
Ags &2xg5 9 whS+) 8 h3 2h5? (8 
... &xf3+ is necessary, though 
an admission of failure.) 9 @xe5!! 
&xdi 10 2xf7+ He7 11 2g5+ 
$d6 12 He4+ Sxe5 13 f4+ 
&d4 14 Bxd1 has given White a 
mating attack in several games, 
the earliest of which was probably 
Imbaud-Strumilo, 1924. 

6 Af3 

White has a number of options: 

(a) 6 £47! is dreadfully ugly. 6... 
Ad4 7 Df3 Dxb3 8 ab gé6 left 
Black very comfortable in 
Dowden-Tomaszewski, Graz 
1978. 

(b) 6 Wh5?! 26 7 wf3 Aes 8 wi4 
2279 d4 Dec4F. 

(c) 6 DAge2 eS! is now perfectly 
feasible since White cannot play 
quickly against f7. 7 0-O ge7 8 
d3 0-0 9 ghi a5 10 a3 Ad4 11 
®xd4 ed+ W. Schmidt-Riihrig, 
Germany 1977. 


(d) 6 d3 is something of a waiting 
move. Weak is 6 ... e5?! 7 @f3! 
(see 5... €5?!), while on 6... @f5, 
White can hunt down the bishop, 
but this gives no more than equal- 
ity: 7 Age2 e6 8 Dg3 2269 Le3 
&e7 10 Wd2 Dd4 11 De2 Axb3= 
was Kostjoerin—Dietrich, Lugano 
1968. 

(ce) 6 Wf3 e6 7 Age2 (7 Wg3 Ad4 
8 AF3 DS 9 WeS 2d6 10 wed 
0-O 11 d4 @d7 12 2g5 Afé 13 
wd3 h6 was fine for Black in Stoll— 
Griin, 1981.)7... AaS 8 Wg3 2d7 
9 d4 2c6 10 2f4 Bc8 11 0-0 g6 
12 ReS 2d6! 13 Af4 AxeS 14 
de @xb3 15 ab a6 16 Zadl We7. 
Black’s alert play has been exem- 
plary. In Costigan—Ghizdavu, 
USA 1976, there followed 17 Bd4 
Bd8 18 Sce2 Bd7! 19 Bfdl Sd! 
20 Ad3 Sc8 21 b4 RbS!F 22 
®cS R£xe2 23 Bxd7 Axd7 24 
Exd7 Hd8! leading to a won 
ending. 

Ge acs 25 

This is the most common move, 
but a couple of alternatives should 
be noted: 6... AaS 7 d4 |xb3 8 
ab 224 9 h3+ &f5 10 We2 c6 
11 2g5!? h6 12 gh4 AdS 13 
0-0 Af 14 Bfdl g5 15 2¢3 227 
16 d5 Larsson—Smagin, Naestved 
1988; 6... g6!? 7 Dg5 e6 8 d3 Ad4 
9 0-0 227 10 Ace4 h6 11 Bf3 
&®xb3 equalised in Rozentalis— 
Bagirov, Vilnius 1985. Note that 
on 6 ... e5?!, 7 d3 is still strong 
isee.5 ... 571). 

7 4 
Three other ideas: 
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(a) 7 a4 is logical, but time- 
consuming. 7... Aa5 8 a2 e6 9 
0-0 £e7 10 Bel 0-0 11 Ded c5!? 
12 Dg3 £26 13 d3 Ac6! 14 2b3 
c4 15 dc Wxd1 16 Bxdl a5 17 
Rf4 Dbxe4 18 Rxc4 Axc4 19 
DeS @AxeS 20 RxeS5 Hfd& 21 c4 
EHac8 and Black’s fine play gave 
him a distinct plus in Epishin—Cs. 
Horvath, Leningrad 1989. 

(b) 7 0-0 e6 8 Hel (8 d3 and 8 
d4 transpose to lines below.) 8 ... 
&e7 9 De4 HaS5! 10 Ded 226 
11 DeS Axb3 12 ab Ad7 13 Axgé 
hg 14 wf3 c6 15 d3 Sf6 was equal 
in Barczay—Hazai, Hungary 1977. 
Note that Black did not rush to 
castle while the h-file was of poten- 
tial use. 

(c) 7 d3 e6 8 O-O £e7 and three 
moves have been tried: 9 Hel 
0-0 10 2f4?! (10 a3 He8 followed 
by... Ad5.) 10... AaS 11 h3 Axb3 
was pleasant for Black in Estrin— 
Hazai, Agaard 1976; 9 2f4 0-0 
10 wd2 @d5 11 Axd5 ed 12 Bfel 
2f6= Barle—Hazai, Pula 1975; 9 
2d2 0-07! (9 ... Aa5=) 10 Ded 
ruled out ... AaS, leaving White 
somewhat better in Winants— 
Stull, Lyon Z 1990. 

7 ee: 
8 sf42! 

8 0-0 2e7 9 d5 ed 10 Axd5 
@®xd5 11 &xd5 0-O= was an 
attempt to remove all dynamism 
in Taimanov—Tseshkovsky, USSR 
Ch 1976. There’s not a great deal 
Black can do about it if White 
plays like this! 

8 h3 Aa5 9 We2 Axb3 10 ab 


e6 (5) 
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&d6 11 0-0 c6 12 De4 Rxe4 13 
wxe4 Ad7 14 c3 h6 (Black is 
careful not to castle into an 
attack.) 15 @d2 0-0 16 Ac4 &c7 
17 f4 Af6 18 We2 He8 19 gd2 
wd5+ 20 b4 Ae4 21 gel b6 22 
@d2 Axd2 23 &xd2 a5 24 ba ba 
25 2e3 Heb8 gave Black pressure 
on the queenside in Apicella— 
Palatnik, Belgrade GMA 1988, 
which White managed to survive. 

The text puts the bishop on 
rather a bad square; Byrne and 
Mednis suggest it should have 
gone to e3 (even on move 9, though 
of course White is not playing for 
advantage any more). 


a 2d6 
9 wed2?! 0-0 
10 &g3 ag! 
11 0-0-0 


Lein ‘castles into it’ hoping to 
justify his play, but more prudent 
was damage limitation, e.g. 11 
&xd6 Wxd6 12 De4. But who 
wants to be fighting for a draw 
with White after eleven moves? 


|S ee ee a5! 
12. del Axb3+ 
13. ab . a5! 


14 SHe5 2f5 
15 x2f4 2xe5! 
16 &xe5 a4 

17. ba 4\xa4 
18 g4 226 
19 hd A@xc3 
20. Sxc3 Zao 
21 3 We3 


The opposite-wing attacks have 
not been much of a race. Byrne & 
Mednis give the pretty variation 
21 Wxc7?! Wa8 22 We7 Hc8 23 
c3 Bxc3+! 24 be Ha2 winning. 
Instead, the game finished in more 
mundane fashion (after 21 We3) 21 
... Bc6 22 c3 Wa8 23 di Wa4+ 
24 Se2 Wb5+ 25 Sf3 Wxb2 26 
Bcl f6 27 223 2c2 28 c4 Wh3 
29 Bxc2 Wxc2 30 Hcl Wa2 31 
$g2 He8 32 cS wd5+ 33 gh2 
Bd8 34 Hdl e5 35 gS ed 36 wf4 
Wxc5 37 gf 2xf6 38 Wd2 Bf7 39 
Ecl wh5S 40 Wd3 cS 41 wbS d3 
42 Hel d2 0-1. 


Bell6n—Kovaéevié 
Karlovac 1979 


1 e4 Df6 2 De3 d5 
3 & “fd7 

3...d4 generally leads to rather 
dreary positions, though a lively 
option for White is 4 Ace2, which 
can be met by 4... d3!7, 4... Ags, 
4... Hed (transposing to 3... Ae4 
4 &ce2 d4), or 4... Ag4 5 {4 Ac6 
(5... h5 6 h3 Dh6 7 AL3 AES 8 
d3 c5 9 g3 Ac6 MeStrovic—Borgo, 
Aosta 1990) 6 Af3 f6 7 h3 Dh6 8 
c3!?+ Tal-Bohm, Wijk aan Zee 
1976. White normally plays 4 ef 


de 5 fg (S be ef 6 d4 £d67 2d3 
0-0 8 Wf3 c5 9 He2 We7 10 2f4 
@c6= Lukin—Marinkovic, Lenin- 
grad 1989. 5S WhS5 can be met by 
5... Cb 6.2x%b2 ef 7 Be4 96 8 
We2+ 2e6 Konieczka—Behrhorst, 
Bundesliga 1986/7 or 5... Wd6 6 
de Wxf6 7 2e3 wf5 8 We2 Ac6 9 
Af3 e5 10 0-0-0 &d6 Kon- 
ieczka—Kavalek, Bundesliga 
1987/8.) 5... ed+ and now: 

(a) 6 2xd2 2xg7 7 wf3 (7 whS 
is well met by 7... Wd6 8 ®f3 
W269 WcS Wb6 or 7... Wd4!? 8 
c3 We4+ 9 2e3 Dc6 10 AF3 
Wg6.) 7... 2xb2 8 Hdl wd4 (8 
... Wd69 gc4 2f6 10 De2 Ac6 
11 2c3 2xc3+ 12 Wxc3 wb4 13 
&b5!co ~=Balashov—-Timoshenko, 
Moscow Ch 1989) 9 Ae2 wed 10 
Wb3 SS (10... et 10 ... 
2e5!? 11 2c3 227) 11 Af4 (11 
2419) 11... Hc6 12 Se2 wS 13 
AdS ReS 14 2c3 (14 f4!9) 14... 
£g8 15 f4! and now in Balashov— 
Alburt, USSR Ch (Leningrad) 
1974, 15 ... 2d6 16 0-0 2d7 
was necessary. 

(b) 6 Wxd2 Wxd2+ 7 &xd2 
&xg7 8 0-0-0. White has the 
simple plan ®e2 and £c3, which 
seems to preserve some advan- 
tage: 

(b1) 8... 2g49 f3 (9 Hel!? e6 
10 f3 2fS5 11 g4 226 12 De2; 9 
Re2 Axe2 10 Axe2+) 9... RFS 
(9 ... R€6 10 De2) 10 De2 Ac 
11 2c3 0-0 12 g4 2g6 13 h4 h6 
14 hS 2h7 15 f4 ge4 16 Bh3 
Had8 17 Hel e6 18 Bg3 De7 19 
{5 ef 20 2xg7 @xg7 21 Ac3+ 
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Taulbut—Iskov, Silkeborg 1980. 

(b2) 8... 2e6!? 9 He2. 

(b3) 8... &f5 9 De2 Ad7 10 
Ag3 (10 2c3 Bg8 11 &xg7 Bxg7 
12 g3 2d7=) 10... Rg6 11 h4 
HS 146 15 +. 

(b4) 8 ... 0-0 9 2c4 Ad7 10 
@Af3 Ab6 11 2d3 2g4 12 Adel 
&xf3 13 gf e6 14 Bhgl+ Bis- 
guier—Kreisman, US Open 1989. 

(b5) 8... Ac6 9 2b5 (9 De2 
&d7 10 &c3 can be met by 10 
... Bg8 11 g3 2g4= Machulsky— 
Palatnik, Kiev 1989, or 10... 
&xc3 11 Axc3 0-0-0 12 e2 
2f5 13 Bxd8+ Exd8 14 kdl 
Bxdi+ 15 gxd1 4-4 Kengis— 
Bagirov, Jurmala 1985.) 9... £d7 
10 He2 (10 Af3 0-0-0 11 hel 
e6 12 Ags Hdf8 13 £e3 a6 14 
Ze2 h6 15 HAe4 He7 gave White 
only a small edge in Chekhov— 
Barlov, Tjentiste 1975.) 10 ... a6 
11 2a4 0-0-0 12 2c3 &xc3 (12 
... Hhg8) 13 @xc3t. 

4 06 

4 @xd5 Dxe5 5 He3 c5 (5... 
Abc6) 6 b3 Bec6! 7 &b2 e5=. 

4 f3 ought not to be very 
harmful, but 4... d4(4...c¢5; 4... 
e6) 5 De2 e6 6 Bexd4 AxeS 7 
@xeS wxd4 8 Af3 wd6 9 d4 c5 
10 @b5+ 2d7 11 2xd7+ @xd7 
12 0-0 was perhaps a shade better 
for White in Yanev—Donchev, 
Bulgarian Ch (Sofia) 1989. 

4 f4 can easily transpose to a 
French Defence, but both sides 
have ways to avoid this: 

(a) 4... d47! 5 Ded c6 6 Af3 
Hc5 7 @xc5 Axc5 8 Rd3!l+ 
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Gufeld—Vukic, USSR-Yugoslavia 
1979. 

(b) 4... Db6 5 d4h5 6 DF3 Lf5 
7 ge2 e6 8 0-0 Ac6 9 a3 226 
10 b3 He7 11 Hh4 |S gave Black 
reasonable prospects in Pirisi- 
Bagirov, Budapest 1983. 

(c) 4...¢5 5 Of3 DAc6 6 d4 cd!? 
7 DBbS Ddb8! 8 c3?! 2e4 9 Le2 
dc 10 WxdS wxd5 11 Ac7+ Sd7 
12 Axd5 cb+ Habershon-Shovel, 
British Ch (Edinburgh) 1985. 

(d) 4... 06 5 Df3 (5 d4 is a 
French.) §... c5 6 g3 Dc6 7 292 
&e7 8 0-0. Now Black can insert 
8... a6 9 a4, but should probably 
not follow up with 9... waS 10 
d3 b5, since 11 £5! b4 12 fe fe 13 
Be2 AdxeS?! 14 AxeS AxeS 15 
Af 2f6 16 WhS+ g6 17 We2 
&g7 18 Axd5 ed 19 £h6! 224 
20 We3 We7 21 2xg7 Wxg7 22 
Zael gave White a winning pos- 
ition in Balashov-Schmidt, Riga 
1975. After 8 ... 0-0: 

(dl) 9 d4 cd 10 Se2 b5?! 11 
Aexd4 Axd4 12 Axd4 b4 13 ge3 
Wb6 14 Weg4+ Horn—Landen- 
bergue, Geneva 1986. 

(d2) 9 Shi b5?! 10 Axb5 gab 
11 a4 WaS 12 We2 Bab8 13 d3 
&xb5 14 ab WxbS (14 ... Wxal 
15 be Ab6 16 f5!) 15 £5! ef 16 e6+ 
Kupreichik—Balashov, Kiev 1984. 

(d3) 9 d3 f6 10 ef Dxf6 11 We2 
Ze8 12 &d2 (Alburt proposes 
that Black should seize on the 
weakness of e3, with 12 ... Ab4 
followed by ... d4, ... AbdS and 
... Og4.) 13 h3! h6 14 Bael eS? 
15 fe AxeS 16 AxeS BxeS 17 


wdi!+ a6 18 2f4 Bxel 19 Wxel 
&xf4 20 Bxf4 d4 21 AdS Dxd5 
22 &xd5+ h8 23 WeS5! 1-0 
Balashov—Schmidt, Halle 1976. 

4 d4 also invites a French, which 
would arise after 4 ... e6. An 
independent try is 4... c5. Then 5 
e6 fe is considered below (4 e6 fe 
5 d4 c5), 5 @2xd57! cd 6 Wxd4? 
@b6! drops a piece, 5 dc e6 6 
£3 Dc6 is a harmless line of the 
French, 5 &b5?! 4c6 (5 ... e6) 6 
@f3 (6 Z2xd5?! Dxd4) 6 ... 6 
simply misplaces the bishop, 
whilst on 5 f4 cd 6 DbS Hc6 
7 f3, Shovel’s 7 ... Qdb8!? is 
possible. 


= cee g6 
5... ¢5 6 Af3 Ac6 7 de g6 (7 
... a6 8 Re3 D6 9 295 We7 10 
g3+) 8 h4 |f6 9 2b5 (9 hS gh 10 
ge2 e5 11 Ags ag4) 9... 227 
10 &f4 0-0 11 &xc6 Ded!? 12 


eS &xeS 13 Dxed oe7= 
Lyublinsky-Mikenas, | Moscow 
1949, 


5... Df6 6 D3 g6 7 He5 (7 
&f4!?) 7... 287 8 h4c5 9 hS cd 
worked well for Black in Suttles— 
Mecking, Sousse IZ 1967. 

6 hd &)f67! 

After 6... &g7 7 h5 Df8, poss- 
ible continuations are 8 2d3 4c6! 
9 hg hg 10 Bxh8 2xh8 11 ge3 
(11 &xg6+? @xg6 12 whsS f7 
13 D3 weg8!) 11... eS! 12 de d4 
13 2h6 de 14 Wf3 2f5 15 g@xf5 
@xe5! which gave Black the 
initiative in Bobkov—Sokolovy, 
corres. 1960, 8 Af3 c5!?, 8 2f4c5 
9 DbS Hab 10 D3 2d7 11 HeS 
WaS+ 12 Wd2 Wxd2+ 13 }xd2 
c4 Hector—Maus, Copenhagen 
Open 1990, and 8 h6 2f6 9 g4 
Hg8 10 gS &h8 11 Hf3 e5 12 de 
(2 2yxeS wixeS 13 dec6) 12... 
c6 intending ... &g4 (Alburt). 

7 WS! 4)xh§ 

No improvement was 7... Zg8 
8 hg hg 9 f3 cS 10 Be5 4c6 11 
&bS 2d7 12 Rxc6 Rxc6 13 
Re3 WaS 14 wf3 wb4 15 0-0-0 
c4 16 g4 g5 17 BhS aS 18 Bxgs 
&g7 19 Bxg7 Bxg7 20 g5+ — in 
Hector—Schon, Malmo 1988. 

8 &xhS! gh 


9 wxhS+ $d7 
10 @f3 227 
11 2h6 216 
12. &xd5! 


More incisive than 12 g4 We8 
13 Wh3. Black should now try 12 
... C6 13 Af4 Sc7, though White’s 
compensation is clearly excellent. 

0: re ed? 
13. wxd5+ 8 
14. wh5+ éd7 
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15 0-0-0 c6 
15... Wg8 16 DeS+ gd8 17 
OQi7+ d7 18 wc4! e6 19 
&xe6+! Sxe6 20 Bel+ gd7 21 
wd5# is an example of the blunt 
nature of White’s threats. 
16 =2f4 we8 
16... We8 17 DeS+ Sd8 18 
Dl7+ Sd7 19 wfS+. 


17) e54+ &d8 
18 A#f7+ &d7 
19 wf5+ ees 
20 Wxc8+ &xf7 


21 9 =gc4+ 1-0 


Vorotnikov—Kengis 


Riga 1983 
1 e4 D6 2 Hc3 d5 3 e5 
Ce 2 A\e4 
4 SHce2 


This is the critical move, by 
which White aims to trap, or at 
least gain tempi on, the e4 knight. 
Plenty of other moves have been 
tried. Some of these give positions 
that can be reached via 2 eS Ad5 
3 Ac3 Dxc3 4 de (or 4 bc) 4... 
d5. Thus 4 wf3 @xc3 5 de, 4 d4 
@xc3 5 be, 4 &d3 Axc3 5 de, 4 
g3 Dxc3 5 de and 4 Af3 Axc3 5 
dc are considered in those sections. 

(a) 4 Dbl d4 5 {4 Ac6 6 Df3 e6 
7 d3 Dc5 8 c4 b69 Dad 2b7 10 
@c2 a5 11 &ke2 Ab4 was fine 
for Black in Hartmann—Vogler, 
Mainz 1981. 

(b) 4 D3 2g4 (4... Dxc3) 5 
h3 &hS 6 g4 @xc3 7 be 226 8 
d3 e6 9 gg2 c5 10 0-0 %c6 11 
We2 2e7 12 2f4 Wa5 gave Black 
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no problems in Brito—Alburt, 
Hastings 1980/1. 

(c) 4 2d3 Ac5!? 

(d) 4 Wf3 Axc3 (4... Ac6?! is no 
more than a cheap trap: 5 £b5 
[5 @xe4? Ad4] 5... Axc3 6 dc+) 
5 wxc3?! (5 dc) 5... e6 6 Df3 c5 
7 2b5+ Ac6 8 d4 Wb6 gave 
White a very silly position in 
Beutel—Spiegel, Lorzweiler 1986. 

(ec) 4 Dxe4 de 5 d4 ed (5... €6 
transposes to an interesting and 
probably underestimated line of 
the French [6 2c4!?]. 5... 2f5 
is an attempt to avoid the drawish 
simplifications possible following 
the en passant capture: 6 Ae2 Ac6 
[6...e6 7 2e3 c5 8 dc Ad7 Klip— 
Bagirov, Dieren 1990] 7 c3 e6 8 
Ag3 226 9 h4 hS [9... h6!?] 10 
&e2 Wd5 was Mirkovic—Siegel, 
Bela Crkva 1985. Now after 11 
&xh5 Black’s compensation is not 
clear: 11 ... Axe5? 12 Df4: 11 ... 
e3?! 12 |f4; 11... &xh5 12 @xh5 
Re7 13 g3.) 6 &xd3 (6 Wxd3 is 
extremely insipid. 6 ... Wxd3 7 
&xd3 Dc6 8 2f4 h6!l? 9 gb5 
&2d7 10 e6 &xe6 11 &xc6+ be 
12 &xc7 2d5 gave Black a very 
pleasant ending in Rucheva—Levi- 
tina, USSR 1985.) 6... Ac6 and 
White has now tried a number of 
moves: 

(el) 7 We2? Ad4 8 Wed? 2f5 9 
Wxb7 &xd3 10 cd Eb8—+ was 
Kuzmin—Zukhin, Moscow 1984. 
Presumably White wasn’t in a 
mood to play chess. 

(e2) 7 f4 wWd5S! is a powerful 
centralisation. 


(e3) 7 2f4 wd5! (Other moves 
fail to equalise.) 8 AF3 224 9 h3 
(Since 9 2e2 We4! is promising 
for Black, White steers the game 
towards a draw.) 9 ... &xf3 10 
wxf3 wxf3 11 gf e6 12 &b5 
0-0-0 13 &xc6 4-4 Mordue— 
Burgess, Bristol Ch 1990. 

(e4) 7 Af3 2g4 8 h3 (8 2f4 
wd5!) 8... 2xf3 9 Wxf3 wd4 10 
0-0 WxeS 11 2f4 wf6 12 HZadl 
g5 13 @xc7 Wxf3 14 gf &2g7 and 
Black had a reasonable ending in 
RGtov—Karpov, Leningrad 1969. 

A az {6 

4... d4 is the other, and prob- 
ably sounder, method of disrupt- 
ing White’s pawn centre. 5 d3 @c5 
poses Black no problems: 6 b4?! 
Ae6 7 D3 c5! 8 be Ac6 9 Rb2 
b6! 10 c3 be 11 Hcl Bb8 12 gal 
Wa5 13 Wd2 g6 14 cd Wxd2+ 
15 Axd2 Ab4F Filtser—Bronstein, 
Moscow 1959; 6 Ag3 Acé6 7 £4 e6 
8 Af3 b6 9 ge2 2b7 10 0-0 
Re7 11 2d2 aS 12 Rel gS!) 13 
fg &xg5 14 2d2 2e7 15 HDh5 
Hg8 16 2h6 Wd5 left Black’s 
pieces rather better placed in Kur- 
lenda—Lados, Slupsk 1989; 6 @f3 
®c6 7 h3 (7 b4 He6 achieves little 
after either 8 bS Ab8 9 Sb2 cS 
or 8 &b2 Axb4 9 Aexd4 Axd4 
10 Dxd4 c5 11 Ab3 g6!? 0.) 7... 
g6 8 c3 227 9 Dexd4 Axe5 10 
AxeS gxe5 11 Af3 Bg7 12 d4 


®e4= Déahr—Grzesik, Braun- 
schweig 1983. 
Therefore, White generally 


plays 5 ¢3!? which practically 
forces Black to sacrifice a pawn, 


since 5 ... dc? is just a cheap trap 
(6 Wa4+? 2d7 7 Wxe4 cS), but 
not one suitable even for five- 
minute games since simply 6 be 
gives Black a dreadful position. 
After 5... Ac6 (7), White has tried 
two moves: 


(a) 6 @xd4 Axd4 (6... Axe5? 7 
We2 wd5 8 Db5!) 7 Wa4+ c6 8 
wxd4 Wxd4 9 cd Ag5 10 &c4 (10 
d3 De6 11 2e3 DAc7 12 AL3 2g4 
13 #e2 e6 14 a3 0-0-0) 10... 
&e6 (10 ... b5!? 11 e2!? [11 
&b3 2f5= Bagirov] 11 ... Deb 
12 AF3 2d7 13 d3 0-0-0 14 2e3 
Se8 15 Bcl (6 Pekarek) 11 De2 
Hc7 12 a3 (12 d3 a5 13 a4 €6 14 
&d2 2d5 15 Ac3 Ab4= Yako- 
vich—-Kengis, USSR 1984) 12 ... 
Se6 13 d3 2d5 14 0-0 e6 15 
2d2 0-0-0 16 Hacil &e7 17 b4 
@b8 18 ge3 Bd7 19 Ac3 Bcd. 
This position illustrates well the 
type of compensation Black is 
aiming for. All the black pieces are 
on good squares, especially the 
‘bad’ bishop on d5, while White’s 
extra doubled pawn, firmly block- 
aded, will never provide any win- 
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ning chances. Indeed, after 20 Ae4 
b5 21 &xd5 Axd5 22 Ac5 gxc5 
23 BxcS Bb7 24 Bfcl Bb6 25 
Hlc2 Sb7 26 Be2 Hab 27 Sci 
Ba4 28 2b2 a5 it was Black who 
was playing for a win in Garcia 
Callejo—Bagirov, Amsterdam 
OHRA 1989. 

(b) 6 cd Ag5 gives a problematic 
position. White can either dog- 
gedly hang on to the pawn or look 
for a way to return it for some 
tempi. 

(b1) 7 dS Wxd5 8 d4 Bed. 

(b2) 7 g3 De6 8 Rg2 HAexd4 9 
wa4 and Black can _ choose 
between 9 ... Wd7 and SDO’s 9 
... b5!? 10 &xc6+ Axc6 11 Wxb5 
when 11... Wd7 makes it difficult 
for White to keep the pawn in a 
satisfactory way. 

(b3) 7 d3 Deb 8 AF3 DAexd4 9 
Aexd4 Axd4 10 Wa4+ Ac6 11 d4 
is a position that can be reached 
with 7 h4 or 7 f4, except that 
here White has done without these 
useful/weakening moves. Black 
can choose between 11 ... 2e6 to 
place the bishop on d5, 11... Wd5, 
and 11 ... e6 with ideas of an 
irritating check on b4 and ... 
2d7. 

(b4) 7 £4 De6 8 AL3 Dexd4 9 
BDexd4 Axd4 10 Wa4+ Hc6 11 
we4?! (11 d4 can be met by 11... 
Wd5, 11... #e6-or 12 eo) 1 

. 2e6 12 Bb5 Ad5 13 We2 
e6+ Harandi—Ogaard, Siegen ol 
1970. 

(b5) 7 h4 De6 8 AL3 Dexdé (8 
... 2671. 9 d5 wxd5 10 d4 Sed8?! 
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11 Ac3 wd7 12 d5 Da7 13 6 Wd6 
14 wd4 c5 15 wa4+ b5 16 Dxb5 
was Clearly a disaster in Shulman— 
Shabalov, Riga 1986, though 10 
... We4 11 2e3! Ded8 12 Bc3 wf 
is not much of an improvement.) 
9 Afxd4 Axd4 10 Wa4+ Acb6= 
Bellon—Schmidt, Pula 1975. 

(b6) 7 Wad a6 8 {4 Deb 9 af3 
b5 10 Wc2 2b7 11 We3 g6. In 
return for a rather useless pawn, 
Black has some well-placed pieces. 
However, White has a_ space 
advantage and hopes of play 
against the black king. Wittmann— 
Herndl, Austrian Ch (Wolfsberg) 
1985 continued 12 d3 Wd5 13 2e3 
&g7 14 h4 h5 15 Bh3 and Black 
unwisely castled into it: 15... 0—0? 
16 Bg3 Sh8 17 Wd? (threatening 
&c3) 17...b4 18 Hcl Wxa2 19 f5! 
and White’s attack was over- 
whelming. The black king is per- 
fectly happy on e8, so Black should 
certainly prefer 15 ... &h6, press- 
uring f4 while waiting for White 
to reveal a plan. 

It should also be mentioned that 
4... Ac5 5 d4 Heb gives Black 
little chance of equality. After 6 f4 
g6 7 Af3 (7 £e3!?) 7... cS 8 c3 
@c6 Black can hope for counter- 
play, but 6 %e3! hinders ... c5, 
while keeping options open as to 
which pawn should lead a kingside 
advance. Fomina—Alexandria, 
USSK Women’s Ch (Tbilisi) 1976 
continued 6... cS 7 dc Dc6 (7... 
a6 8 Dc3!? d4 9 2b5S+ 2d7 
10 xa6 is intriguing, though 8 
@f3 is certainly safer.) 8 Af3 


wa5+ 9 Hc3 g6 10 Wxd5 £27 11 
ge2 0-0 12 0-0 Hd8 13 Wed 
@xe5 14 AxeS 2xe5 15 AdS Hes 
16 c3+ 22717 Hadi Bb8 18 f4 
Bd8 19 b4 wa4 20 Dxe7+! and 
White won. In Chikovani— 
Mikadze, USSR 1976 Black opted 
for simple development but White 
had no difficulty in retaining a 
very pleasant position: 6... g6 7 
Al3 2g7 8 h4 hS 9 c3 b6 10 45. 
5 «8 

5 #f3 is best met by 5 ... fe 6 
d3 @d6 7 @xeS Ad7 8 Axd7 
2xd7 9 Af4 c6 10 We2 #f7 11 
d4 g6 when Black has no serious 
problems. Smyslov—Alburt, USSR 
Ch 1977 continued 12 Be6 &xe6 
13 Wxe6 227 14c3 Wd6 15 Wxd6 
@xd6 16 f4 &d7 17 2d3 b5 18 
a3 aS 19 e2 b4 20 2d? be 21 
be a4 22 Bhbi BZhb8 23 Bb4 
Bxb4 24 ab e6 25 &c2 Dc4 26 
Exa4 Exa4 27 gxa4 Dxd2 and 
the game was soon drawn. 

5 Sf4 has been tried by Chris 
Baker. Now 5 ... g6 6 d3 gS 
transposes to 5 d3 Dg5 6 Af4 g6 
considered below. 5 ... e6 6 d3 
Ag5 similarly transposes to 5 d3 
Ags 6 Af4 e6, though White can 
try 6 WhS+ &d7 7 f3 (7 Dgor! 
hg 8 Wxh8 @xf2!) 7... fe 8 fe ef 9 
ed We8 10 de+ Wxe6+ which is 
rather murky. 

5 nga 
6 SxS 

Fairly harmless are 6 f4 &f7 
and 6 4g3 Af7 7 ef ef 8 d4 Acé6 
9 c3 Re6 10 2d3 Wd7 11 Dle2 
@d6 12 We2 g6= Dvoretsky— 


“Ags (8) 


Schmidt, Tbilisi 1974. 

6 ®f4 demands careful play 
from Black: 

(a) 6 ... g6 is generally consid- 
ered best: 7 h4 De6 8 hS (8 AF3 
c5 9 d4 Dc6 10 de }xf4 11 2xf4 
2g4 12 ef ef 13 We2+ We7 14 
0-0-0 0-0-0 15 2d6 Wxe2 16 
&xe2 2xd6 17 cd Bxd6 18 Zhel 
d4 was OK for Black in Zeidler— 
Dunworth, British Ch [Swansea] 
1987.) 8 ... Axf4 9 2xf4 g5 10 
2g3 Hc6 11 d4 Rh6 was very 
murky in  Terentiev-Kengis, 
USSR 1983, but White prema- 
turely released the central tension: 
12 ef? ef 13 &b5S 0-0 14.c3 De7F. 

(b) 6... e6 has been condemned 
on the basis of Burger—Alburt, 
New York 1980: 7 ef (7 @f3!?) 7 
... Wxf6 8 We4 2b4+ 9 dl 
0-0 10 Hh5 wxf2 11 Af3 Bxf3 
12 Wxb4 Dc6 13 Wd2 Wxd2+? 14 
&xd2 Rf5 15 g4 BeS 16 2f4 Df7 
17 @xe5 Dfxe5 18 2e2 Ad4 19 
c3 Axe2 20 Sxe2 Ad7 21 Hhfi 
&b5 22 Hadi and Black had 
insufficient compensation; how- 
ever Benko pointed out that 13... 
h6 saves Black since after 14 h4 
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@h7 the knight will not hamper 
the rook’s retreat. 

Gy oer 
7 hd 

7 wd2 ¢6 8 h4 forced open the 
h-file in Chekhlov—Kengis, Riga 
1989, but Black used the tempo to 
build up his own attack: 9 ... gh, 
9 Df3 Re7 10 d4 c5 11 de Ac6 
12 0-0-0 0-0 13 &b1 bé6! 14 cb 
Wxb6 15 Ded4 Bb8 16 b3 Axd4 
17 @xd4 a5 18 g3 a4 19 gh ab 20 
cb &b4 21 We3 Ha8 22 Zgl Xf7 
23 f4 Bc7 24 Hg2 2c3 25 h5 
Bad! 26 ZFS d4! 27 Axg7 Bxa2! 
0-1. 

7 4&g3 seems _ insufficiently 
active. 7...c6 8 Wg4 g6 9 h4 Ac6 
10 Af3 gh 11 Bxh4 We7 12 0-0-0 
2d7 13 d4 0-0-0 14 Sbl Weg7 
15 Bhi hS 16 Wh4 ge7 17 gS 
Bdf8 18 f4 wh6 19 Ae2 Ad8’+ 
was Paoli—Alburt, Odessa 1976. 

}° Gus gh?! 

The further course of the game 
demonstrates that Black must 
keep the h-file closed. Thus 7 ... 
g4 (9) is necessary. There can 
follow: 


fg 
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(a) 8 Af4 g6 9 d4 (9 h5?! Sho 
10 Age2?? g5) 9... Rh6 (Rather 
too speculative was 9 ... c5?! 10 
dc @c6 11 Wxd5 WaS+ 12 c3 
Sh6 13 g3 2f5 14 2c4 BF8 15 
b4!+ C. Baker—Burgess, Bristol 
League 1991.) 10 Ad3 Daé 11 
&e2 (1103) 11 ...0e5 12 £xg4 
cd (Dunworth suggests 12 ... c4 
followed by 13... Wb6.) 13 hS Bc5 
14 gxc8 Exc8 15 Sf3 and now 
Dunworth’s 15 ... Wb6!? gives 
Black a reasonable game. Instead 
W. Watson—Dunworth, London 
(Lloyds Bank) 1987 continued 
sharply: 15 ... WaS+?! 16 @fl 
“He4 17 hg hg 18 Axd4 od7 19 
g3 2e3! 20 We4+ Yc7 21 EBxh8 
Zxh8 22 ®b3 Wb6?? (Time 
trouble; 22 ... Ad2+.) 23 fe Wxe3 
24 $g2 Ags 25 Hel 1-0. 

(b) 8 d4 cS (8 ... g6?! 9 h5) 9 ¢3 
(9 de! is critical) 9... Ac6 10 Af4 
cd 11 cd g6 12 2d3 2h6 13 Age? 
(13 Dfe2?! 0-0 14 hS Wa5+ 15 
il 3!) 13 «0-0 (13... 93? 
14 fg 284 15 Wb3) 14 g3 gxf4 
15 gf (15 @xf4 Axd4 16 h5 g5) 15 
... &f5 16 hS Wb6 17 hg hg 18 
&xf5 gf 19 HhS and now a draw 
was agreed in C. Pedersen—Bur- 
gess, Assens (Rehau Cup) 1990, in 
view of the line 19 ... e6 20 fi 
g7 21 Sg2 Bh8 22 whi Axd4 
(22 ... Wxb2!? 23 Rb1 Bxh5) 23 


Wh4 Bxh5 24 wxhS @xe2 25° 


We5+ 2f7 26 Bhi Axf44+ 27 
Wxf4 Bg8 28 2h7+ B27 29 wh6 
Exh7 30 Wxh7+ Ye8 31 we8+ 
Sd7 32 wf7+ gc8 33 wWe8+ 
with a draw. 


8 f4 26 
9 xuxhd 297 
10 4 5 
11 243 waS+ 


11... c4 and 11... cdage both 
met by 12 Bxh7! 


12 ¢fl cd 

13. &xh7! axh7 
14 &xg6+ <£d8 
15 &xh7 gRxe5 
16 wf3 Aco 


An attempted improvement 
over Polovodin—Palatnik, Mos- 
cow 1979, which continued 16 
... &xf4 17 wxf4 Dc6 18 |F3 (18 
Wf8+ is also extremely strong.) 18 
... We7 19 wf8+ ¢d7 20 Hel 
Wd6 21 2d3 a6 22 HZe6! and 
White had a winning attack. 


17) &®xd5 Reb 
18 wf8+ $d7 
19 Wxa8 wb5+ 
20 = 2d3 Wxb2 
21 = &}b6+! wxb6o 
22 /@f3 2b8 


This is Black’s imaginative idea, 
but it’s not quite adequate. Kengis 
also mentions 21 Bel &xd5 22 
wfS+. 


23 63! de 

24 «so Xbl Wxbl+! 
25 &xbl &c7 

26 =ge4? 


White should bring over his 
king to neutralise the c-pawn, win- 
ning fairly easily: 26 Sel! ad5 
27 Sdi! (Kengis). After the text, 
the passed pawn gives Black 
sufficient counterplay. 

26. sas 2d5! 
27) = £h7! e6 


28 = &g5 “\b4?! 

Here Kengis could have 
obtained a small advantage with 
28 ... AaS! 29 he2 Ac4 30 gd! 
Qb6 31 Wxb8+ &xb8 32 &d3F, 
but in time trouble, let things slip. 
The game finished 29 e2 b5 30 
&xe6+! Sc8 31 Wxd5 Axd5 32 
Sf5 $d7? (32 ... Sb7 33 Red 
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&c6 34 Ad4+ gc5 35 BAb3+ 
&d6 was sufficient to draw since 
35 &xb5? fails to 35... c2 36 $d2 
@b4! threatening 37 ... 2f4+.) 
33 Ad4+ &d6 34 AxbS+ Sc 
35 Da3 DAb4 36 Abi! 2d6 37 g3 
a6 38 f4 Sc7 39 $f3 ed4 40 
4c2+ @xc2 41 Rxc2 a5 1-0. 
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White has a number of ways to 
side-step main line theory. Some 
of these are peculiar, others simple 
development which fashion has 
passed by. 

3 Sc3 is the most respectable 
of these moves. White relies on 
free and rapid development at the 
cost of structure. Black’s most 
solid, and possibly best, procedure 
is 4... d5 following the exchange 
on c3. 


Kuijf—Bagirov 
Amsterdam OHRA 1989 


1 e4 }f6 2 e5 (10) 


2 Ses d5 
2... He4 has rather a shocking 
appearance. The conclusion of 


Fahrni’s analysis in 1922 and 
Stefan Biicker’s recent practical 
tests is that White should play to 
trap the e4 knight, rather than 
wildly fling pawns at it. 

(a) 3 d3 DcS 4 d4 Heb 5 Le3 
(5 d5 Ac5 6 b4 Aa4!? 7 c4 bS gives 
a position best described as a mess 
after 8 c5 a6 or 8 cb Ab6 9 Ac3 
d6!) 5... d6 6 Af3 g6 7 dS Dg7 8 
ed Wxd6! 9 4c3 AfS 10 2d4 
Sg7! 11 DbS wd8 12 &xg7 
Axg7 13 wd4 0-0 14 0-0-0 @d7 
1S wf4 c6 16 Ac3 WaS 17 24 Af 
18 d6 AdS! 19 Axd5 cd 20 de 
EHe8+ Domont-Biicker, Biel 
1984. 

(b) 3 d4! gives Black two ways 
to rescue the knight: 

(b1) 3 ... e6. Now White can 
win a pawn with 4 h3!? h6é 5 
Wed dS 6 £3 hS 7 wf4 g5 8 Axgs 
A@xgsS 9 Wxg5 2e7 though Black 
has some compensation; Bicker 
gives 10 Wg7!? Bf8 11 Wh7 £d7 
12 Wxh5 c5. SDO analyses 4 ¢d3 
d5 when Black might be OK: 5 
h4 c5; 5 He2 f6 6 Df4 fe 7 wh5S+ 
@d7; 5 Dh3 wh4 (5... f6) 6 0-0 
f6 7 £3 Ags 8 Af4 fe 9 g3 Whé6 10 
De2 Wo 11 de &cS+. 


(b2) 3... £6 4 2d3 d5 5 4c3!? 
(5 {3 @g5 6 &xg5 fg 7 f4 was 
recommended by Fahrni, but 
Keitlinghaus showed that things 
are far from clear after 7... c5 8 
Wh5+ g69 2xg6+ hg 10 wxh8 
Wb6, since White’s pieces are 
uncoordinated.) 5 ... @f5 (5... 
@xc3 6 WhS+ £d7 7 be e6 8 c4+ 
Bicker) 6 Wf3 e6 and now in 
Rausis—Biicker, Dortmund 1990, 
7 @xe4?! de 8 &xed Wxd4! 9 
&xf5 (9 &xb7? 224!) 9 
WxeS+ 10 He2 wxfS 11 wWxb7 
wd5 gave Black a decent position. 
Instead, 7 g4! 226 8 Dxe4 would 
have cut out the tactics and won 
a pawn: 8... 2xe49 &xed4 fe 10 
&d3 e4 11 &xe4 de 12 Wxe4 
wWdS+ or 8... de 9 gxe4 gxe4 
(9... Wxd4? 10 2xb7 c6 11 &xa8 
Re4 12 Wb3+—) 10 Wxe4d Ac6é 
11 ef! Wxf6 12 2e3+ (Biicker). 

2... g8 is rather unenterpris- 
ing, but objectively may have more 
merit than 2... Be4. Black can 
achieve a solid position, though 
White has no trouble maintaining 
a space and development advan- 
tage. A merit of the knight’s retreat 
is possible access to e7, but White 
will not now have to play the 
weakening c4 advance to remove 
the irritating knight from the cen- 
tre. Players are much too sensible 
these days to over-reach trying to 
smash flat such positions. After 3 
d4 we have: 

(ap3m., d54 £43 cS?! 3 det 
leaves Black a tempo down on a 
bad line of the Caro—Kann (1 e4 
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c6 2 d4 d5 3 eS c5?! 4 dc). Instead, 
Cladouras—Steinbacher, Bundes- 
liga 1989/90 was a rare example 
of over-ambitious play by White: 
4 c4 £26 5 Dc3 c6 6 cd &xd5 7 
@xdS5 Wxd5 8 De2 c69 Ac3 &b4 
10 Wg4 He7 11 &2d2 2xc3 12 be 
cS 13 Wxg7 Bg8 14 wxh7 cd 15 
f4 dc 16 &xc3 We5 17 &2d2 Abc6 
and White was unable to organise 
this position. 

(b) 3 ... d6. White has two 
logical approaches: 

(b1) 4ed Wxd6 5 4c3 Df6 (5... 
c6 6 &c4 D6 7 Dge2 224 8 f3 
RfS+; 6 Af3) 6 D3 224 (6... 
c6; 6... a6?! 7 2e3 DAc6 8 wd2 
2g4 9 DAg5!+ Karpov—Lutikov, 
USSR 1979) 7 h3 2hS 8 g4 286 
9 De5 c6 10 2f4 AdS 11 wd2 
@xf4 12 Wwrxf4 @d7 13 
0-0-0 @xe5 14 de Wce7 15 2d3 
&xd3 16 Bxd3 g6 17 Ded f6 18 
g5+ Psakhis—Sygulski, Jurmala 
1987. 

(b2) 4 AF3 224 (4... c6; 4... 
dé; 2 ... es ds, 2... ho 
Ac3 g5 6 h3 Rg7 7 Re3 DAc6 8 
ed cd 9 d5+ Unzicker—Bricard, 
Wildbad 1990) 5 h3! @h5 (5 ... 
2xf3 6 Wxf3 c6 7 ed; 5... 215 6 
&d3 wd7 7 ed+ Smejkal—Vesely, 
Czechoslovakia 1968) and now 
White can try 6 e6!?, but 6 24 226 
7 ®c3 e6 8 2f4 d5 9 2d3 gave 
White a safe advantage in Ernst- 
Welling, Copenhagen Open 1988. 

3 @f3 

3 g3 d6 4 ed Wxd6 5 222 26 6 
Ae2 2g7 7 d4 Abé6 8 0-0 0-0 9 
&f4 wd8 10 Dbc3 c6 11 Ded 
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48d7 12 c3 h6 13 h4 eS gave Black 
a pleasant game in Zakhariev— 
Donchev, Bulgarian Ch (Sofia) 
1989. 

3 b3 is a well-intentioned move, 
but the idea of pressure on the 
long diagonal just doesn’t work 
very well: 3... d6 4 ed Wxd6 5 
&b2 2f5 6 AZ We6+ 7 Re2 
Af 8 Dd4 we5+ Gusev—Orev, 
Primorsko 1972 or 3... 6! 4 2b2 
2g. 

(a) 5 c4 Db4!? (For 5 ... Ab6 
see the line 3 c4 Ab6 4 b3 g6 5 
&b2 227 below.) 6 a3 D4c6 7 
d4 d6 8 f4 de 9 fe is an unusual type 
of Four Pawns Attack. Gipslis— 
Gutman, Latvian Ch (Riga) 1974 
concluded 9 ... 0-0 10 Wd2 wWd7 
11 2e2 Hd8 12 Af3 [6 13 ef ef 14 
d5 De5 15 AxeS5 fe 16 0-0 Ac6 17 
cS Ad4 18 2c4 bS 19 cb ab 20 
Wdl b5 21 2d3 Wxd5 22 4c3 
Wxb3 23 Wxb3+ Axb3 24 Hadi 
224 0-1. 

(b) 5 Af3 is probably best met 
by 5 d6. An _ alternative 
approach was seen in Smysloy— 
Adorjan, Amsterdam 1971 (by 
transposition from 1 b3 Af6é 2 
&b2 g6 3 e4 297 4 eS Ad5 5 
AF3): 5... c5 6 Ac3 Ala! 7 d4 
@c6 8 g3 cd 9 Axd4 Axd4 10 
Wxd4 Se6 11 We3 d6 12 f4 de 13 
&bS5+ Sf8 14 fe wd4 15 wxd4 
Axd4 16 0-0-0 gxe5 17 Ad5 
‘AxbS 18 @xe5 f6 19 Axf6! ef 20 
Ed8+ Sg7 21 2xf6+ dxf6 22 
Exh8 &g7 23 Bd8 Ac7 24 wel 
1-0. 

34 Abo 43 is a similar idea to 


3 b3 above; clearly transpositions 
are possible. After 4... g6 5 2b2 
(5 Ac3 d6 6 ed cd 7 2b2 &g7 8 
2e2 Ac6 9 Af3 2g4 10 d4 d5 
11 c5 @c8 12 h3 &xf3 13 axf3 
e6 14 De2 0-0 15 Wd2 b6 16 b4 
be 17 dc Bb8 18 &xg7 }xg7 19 
Ebi Wh4 gave Black good play in 
Frenkel—Hjorth, New York Open 
1984.) 5 ... 2g7, White has a 
number of ways to try to justify 
this rather peculiar system of 
development: 

(a) 6 d4 d6 7 ed and now 7 

. cd is a good version of the 
Exchange Variation for Black, 
while 7... ed 8 2d3 0-0 9 He2 
c5 10 Aa3 d5 yielded good play in 
Steiner—Tartakower, 1934. Black 
can also try to keep more options 
open by delaying ... d6: 6 ... 0-0 
7 Ad2 d6 8 Agf3 Ac6 9 h3 de 10 
de 2f5 11 We2 Wd7 12 He4 Bad8 
13 DAcS We8 14 g4 Ad7 15 Had 
2d3! with fine play in Gurgen- 
idze—Kakageldiev, | Daugavpils 
1974. 

(b) 6 Wf3 e6 (Another, clearer, 
way of dealing with White’s 7 c5 
threat is 6 ... d6!? 7 e6 0-0) 7 d4 
“c6 8 4d2 d6 with reasonable 
play for Black in a correspondence 
game Welling—Diepstraten. 

3 Wf3 looks like a dreadful 
move, but some care is needed 
from Black. 3 ... e6 4 &c4 (4 ¢3 
cS 5 ac4 Dc6 6 &xd5 ed and 
now White should prefer 7 wxd5 
Weg5 in spite of Black’s excellent 
play, to 7 d4?! cd 8 Ae2 dc 9 0-0 
c2 10 Abe3 d6 11 ed Sxd6 12 


@xd5 0-O0F Rajkovic—Ljubojevié, 
Yugoslavia 1974.) 4... DAc6! (4... 
Ab6 5 £b3 Ac6 6 Weg3 d6) 5 
&xd5 ed 6 Wxd5 Wg5 and Black 
has no problems at all. 

3 2c4 Db6 4 2b3 can be met 
by 4... d5 5 ed ed 6 d4 ge7 7 
Af3 0-0 8 0-0 224 9 h3 Sh5 
10 c3 Ac6 11 Abd2 a5 12 De4 a4 
13 &c2 a3 14 ba d5 15 Ag3 2g6 
16 &xg6 hg 17 @h2 gxa3 18 
h4 4c4oo Tatarintsev—-Murashko, 
USSR 1982, but Black’s most 
dynamic approach is 4... c5!? (11) 
threatening to trap the bishop, 
while controlling d4. Now White 
has four ways of meeting the 
... C4 threat. 


(a) 5 a3 Dc6 6 DF3 d5 7 ed e6 
(7... ed!?) 8 AbS Rxd6 9 Axd6+ 
wxd6 gave Black pressure against 
White’s sensitive squares on the 
d-file in Honfi-Sarkozy, Hungary 
1950. 

(b) 5 c3 c4 6 &c2 Ach 7 AL3 
d6 8 ed Wxd6 9 d4 cd 10 Wxd3 
wxd3 11 &xd3 2g4 12 e2 
e5+ Johnstone-Browne, Saint 
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John 1988 (by transposition from 
a c3 Sicilian). 

(c)5 We2 was the preferred move 
in the 1920s. 5... Ac6 6 Af3 (6 
c3 e6 7 Af3 dS 8 ed &xd6 9 0-0 
0-0 10 d4 cd 11 cd £e7 12 Edi 
&f6 gave White nothing in Seitz— 
Griinfeld, Debrecen 1925.) 6... d5 
7 ed e6! 8 4c3 (8 c3) 8... Rxd6 
9 De4 Re7 10 d3 AdS 11 0-0 
0-0 12 &d2 b6 and White suffered 
due to the weakness of d4 in 
Yates—Rubinstein, Dresden 1926. 

(d) 5 d3 Ac6 6 AF3 gives Black 
two reasonable ways to handle the 
position: 

(d1) 6 ... e6 7 Sc3 dS 8 ed 
&2xd6 9 Ded Le7= Ivanovic— 
Marovic, Vrsac 1977. White could 
play for c3 and d4. 

(d2) 6... d5 7 ed ed (7 ... e6) 8 
0-0 2294 9 ag5 &xf3 10 
&xf7+ d7!! Apparently this 
was a shock for White in Bischoff— 
Kindermann, Dortmund 1989, 
which concluded 11 2e6+ #e8 
12 2f7+ od7 13 &e6+ 4-4. 
This variation has subsequently 
become a popular choice for 
‘grandmaster draws’. 

3 ae 
4 gcd 

4 4c3 Dxc3 5 dc transposes to 
the line 3 Ac3 Axc3 4 de d6 5 Af3 
having sidestepped the solid 4... 
d5 line. 4 ... e6 is viable, but 
presumably the reason for the un- 
popularity of this move order is 4 
... de! 5 Axe5 Axc3 when White 
has nothing better than 6 bc 4d7 
since 6 &c4? @d5 7 Wf3 Re6 


d6 
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and 6 Wf3? [6 7 2c4 e6 8 Wh5+ 
g6 are ineffective. 
AD ses Ab6 
The potential of the line with 3 
@f3 and 4 2c4 was first shown 
by Keres. A good example was 
Keres—Grigorian, USSR 1970: 4 
... C6 5 0-0 (5 d4 2284 6 h3 &xf3 
7 wxf3 de 8 de e6 is a line of the 
Panov Variation; 5 Ac3?! Axc3 6 
be d5 7 Re2 2284 8 Bbl We7+ 
Speelman—Suba, Hastings 1978/9) 
5... g6 (5... 2£4) 6 Ac3 DAb6 
(... g6 and ... @xc3 do not fit 
together very well.) 7 2b3 £27 
8 ed Wxd6 9 De4 We7 10 d4 0-0 
11 Hel a5 12 a4 Da6 13 2g5 
AdS 14 Wd2 ge6 15 2h6+ 
Kad8 16 &xg7 dxg7 17 Ac4 
Abs 18 h3 &c8 19 Ag3 h6 20 h4 
c5 21 2xd5 Bxd5 22 c4 Bdd8 23 
d5 e6 24 Wc3+ [6 25 de Hde8 26 
h5 1-0. 
5 2b3 
5 &xf7+? Sxf7 6 AgS+ forces 
Black to find just a few accurate 
moves: 6... @g8 7 e6 (7 wf3 We8) 
7... We8 8 Wf3 g6! 9 d4 4c6 10 
c3 4d8. Black is simply material 
up. Amusing alternatives are 7... 
h6? 8 wf3 hg? 9 wf7+ &h7 10 
h4 g4 11 hS &xe6 12 Wg6+ Sg8 
13 Wxe6+ @h7 14 Wf7 and 15 
h6 wins (Bronstein) and 6... g6? 
7 Wf3! Sxg5 (7... We8 8 e6!) 8 
Wf7! 269 d4+ Hh5 10 wf4 h6 11 
h3 g5 12 wf7+ 1-0 Nordijk- 
Landau, Rotterdam 1927. 
Bask d5 
This is not the only move: 
(a) 5... Ac6 can transpose to 3 


d4 d6 4 2c4 Db6 5 2b3 Ac6, 
though after 6 e6 Black can con- 
template 6 ... 2xe6, while after 6 
... fe, 7 Ag5 is an option. 6 ed cd 
(6 ... ed) 7 0-0 g6 gives White 
little. 

(b) 5... 2f5 is strongly recom- 
mended by Alburt. The position 
after 6 d4 is considered under the 
move order 3 d4 d6 4 2c4 Ab6 
5 2b3 2f5 6 Of3. 

(c) 5... c5!? is quite possibly the 
best move. 6 a4 (6 d3 d5 7c3 Ac6 
8 h3 £f5 9 0-0 e6 10 Hel ge7 
11 &c2 Wc7 12 2f4 Bc8F Fer- 
shter—Alburt, Kiev 1970) 6... @c6 
7 We2 (7 a5 c400) 7... d5 8 c3 
&f5 9 aS c4 10 ab cb 11 ba 
wWb6 12 0-0 axbl 13 Bxbl e6 
Zhelyandinov—Mikenas, Vitebsk 
1970. 

6 d4 2g4 
7? WB 2xf3 

Black has no objection to this 
exchange, which is just as well 
since 7... £h5? 8 e6 fe 9 g4 @f7 
10 eS is very unpleasant. 

8 wrxf3 e6 
9 0-0 

9 Weg3!? is worth comparing 
with Zhelyandinov—Bagirov 
below, but with the bishop still on 
£8, Wg3 seems less logical. If Black 
wishes to play analogously to our 
main game, then 9 ... g6 could 
be tried. In Sax—Polgar, Budapest 
1972, after 9... c5 10 dc &6d7 11 
“c3 Ac6 12 0-0 Wa5, Black’s 
intention of 13 ... AxcS encour-. 
aged White to sacrifice: 13 
&xd5!? ed 14 AxdS5 Axc5 15 c4 


Ae6 16 &e3 0-0-0 though this 
looked rather speculative. 

D sxe c5 

10 de axc5 

An improvement over 10 ... 
®6d7 11 2f4 Ac6 12 Ac3 axc5 
13 Weg3t g6 14 Badl 0-0 15 
@xd5!? ed 16 BxdS Ad4 17 wed 
hS 18 Wdl Wc8 19 Bxd4 gxd4 
20 Wxd4 @®c5 Zhelyandinov— 
Bagirov, Gomel 1968. This pos- 
ition is not so bad for Black, but 
White’s sacrifice was not compul- 
sory. 

ll Weg3 g6! 
12 Qh6 

Stops Black castling in the hope 
that pins on the a4—e8 diagonal 
will be a major nuisance. However 
Black can evict the bishop before 
this causes any real problems. 

Me ss Ac6 
13. Ac3 

13 c3 Ad7 14 2a4 a6 15 2xc6 
be 16 Abd2 Rf8! is considered 
unclear by Bagirov. 

 —— ad4! 
14. wd3?! 

Bagirov gives two superior, 
unclear, options for White: 14 
Badl!? DfS 15 wf4 Dxh6 16 Ded! 
@fS 17 @xcS We7 and 14 2g5 
“£5 15 wf4 2e7 16 &xe7 Wxe7 


17 AbS 0-0. 
|: nr ayfs! 
15 wb5+ “d7 
16 2a4 we7! 


Black is now somewhat better, 
which encourages White to try 
desperate measures, leading to a 
rapid defeat: 17 2e3 Axe3 18 fe 
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Ed8 19 Shi 0-0 20 e4 WxeS5 21 
We2 d4 22 &xd7 dc 0-1. 


Radulov—Stefanoy 
Elenite Festival 1986 


1 e4 Af6 2 eS DAd5 
3. Ac3 Axe3 

3... €6 4 Rc4!? Ab6 (4 ... 
@xc3) 5 2b3 d5 6 ed cd 7 d4 Se7 
offers White some advantage, due 
to Black’s constricted queenside. 
Kislov gives 8 WhS @c6 9 Af3 d5 
10 h4 as an ambitious method. 
Instead, more traditional 
approaches have also succeeded 
in casting doubt on 3... e6: 

(a) 4 Axd5 ed 5 d4 (5 f4 d6 6 
Af3 ge7; 5 wf3 c6 and now 6 
we3 d6 7 d4 de 8 de &f5 9 c3 
@d7 10 Af3 Whbé6! and 6 c4 We?! 
7 We3 dc 8 2xc4 d5 gives White 
nothing.) 5 ... d6 6 Af3 Dc6 7 
2f4 (7 225 Re7 8 Axe7 Axe7! 
Bagirov; 7 &bS!? #d7 8 0-0 
Se7 9 ed Radulov—Liliedahl, 
Skopje ol 1972; 7 #e2 Re7 8 
2f4 0-0 9 0-0 f6! 10 ef &xf6= 
Samisch—Alekhine, Budapest 
1921).7 2. Reh (7 a. deBdereecs 
9 wd2 e7 10 0-0-0 c6 11 &e3 
was pleasant for White in Byrne— 
Jansson, Skopje ol 1972.) and now 
8 ge2 is Samisch—Alekhine, 
whilst Sax—Cafferty, Teesside 1972 
continued 8 2b5 0-0 9 0-0 224 
(9 ... f6!2) 10 2e2 wd7 11 wd2 
Bad8 12 c3 Bfe8=. 

(b) 4 d4!. Now if Black captures 
on c3, the move ... e6 will have 
had little point, while it is hard for 
Black to play otherwise. 4... d6 5 
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Df3 de (5... Ac6 6 2b5 Axc3 7 
be de 8 AxeS 2d7 9 Axd7 Wxd7 
10 0-0 gave White a space advan- 
tage and prospects of an attack 
against the black king in Byvshev— 
Aronin, Leningrad 1956; 5 ... 
Se7 6 ed &xd6 7 Ae4t) 6 AxeS 
@xc3 7 be Ad7 8 2f4 and Black 
must now accept a lasting inferi- 
ority, e.g. 8... 2e7 9 2d3 Axes 
10 axeS 2f6 11 We2 Andersson— 
Kraidman, Siegen ol 1970, since 8 
ves €or foils to 9 bs. DY ...aRe7 


10 Qxd7+ 2xd7 dl Wisheox..- 


a6 10 2xd7+ &xd7 11 Wf3! We7 
(Ll .. ae] 26d t62 
Wh5+ Fluickiger—-Borner, Switz- 
erland 1984) 12 Wxb7 Hd8 13 
Wxa6 cd 14 0-0 Wa3 15 Whb7 
Wa8 16 Rabl+-— Finnlaugsson— 
Jonsson, corres. 1988; 9 ... WaS 
10 Wd3!+. 

3... c6 4 2c4 (4 d4 d6 5 f4 
2f5 6 AxdS cd 7 A3 Ac6 8 
2d3 &xd3 9 Wxd3+ Zaitsev— 
Westerinen, Moscow 1982) 4 ... 
Axc3 5 de dS 6 2d3 cS 7 2f4 
Ac6 8 Wd2 2847! (8 ... 2e6!? 9 
@f3 h6 10 h4 wd7 11 0-0-0 
0-0-0 12 Hhel g6 is judged + by 
Kislov, but Black could try 11... 
&24.) 9 h3 2h5?! 10 g4 226 11 
e6! Wc8 (11 ... fe 12 2xg6+ hg 
13 DF3+; 11... @xd3 12 wxd3! 
fe 13 Df3 wd7 14 0-0-0 0-0-0 
15 Bhel+) 12 ef+ 2xf7 13 0-0-0 
c4 14 Qfl bS?! (14... e615 2g2 
Re7 16 DAe2 0-0 17 Ag5 Axg5 
18 Wxg5 bS 19 f4 wa6 20 &bl 
b4 21 fS!+ Kislov) 15 2g2 wa6? 
(15 ... e6 was necessary, as now 


White has a very strong queen 
sacrifice.) 16 &xd5! 0-0-0 17 
&xf7 Bxd2 18 ge6+! Sb7 19 
Bxd2 Abs (19... Wxa2 20 Bd7+ 
ga8 21 2d5+—) 20 &d5+ 
c8 21 Df3 e6 (21 ... Wxa2 22 
ge6+ Sb7 23 Bd8 Wal+ 24 
éd2 wxhl 25 Bxb8+ a6 26 
2c8+ va5 27 ac7+ Sa4 28 
ma8t+—) 22 mel! ed 23 Zes+ 
$d7 24 Exb8 2d6 25 &xd6 
Bxb8 26 @xd8 Wxa2 27 Bxd5+ 
c6 28 Bg5 a6 29 Bxg7 Wal+ 
30 $d2 Wxb2 31 Ad4+ wHb6 32 
2c7+ 1-0 Kislov—Tsarév, 
Moscow 1989. 
4 de 

4 be gives Black the standard 
choice between 4... d6 and 4... 
d5. 4 ... c5 can also be tried, 
keeping transpositional options 
open, e.g. 5 f4 Ac6 6 AF3 d5. Black 
can try to keep White guessing 
with 5 f4 d6 6 f3 Ac6!?, e.g. 7 d4 
e6.8 £e2 Be7 9 0-0 0-0 1 
Se3 wa5 11 2d3 de 12 fe Wxc3 
Zotkin—Nikolenko, Moscow 
1983. Probably best is 7 Xb1!?, 
holding back d4 to avoid giving 
Black a target (7...de?! 8 AxeS!+). 

Another transpositional possi- 
bility is 4... d6 5 &c4!? d5 (5... 
de 6 Wh5) 6 2e2, which can lead 
to the standard 4... d5 lines. 

4... d6 5 f4: 

(a) 5... de 6 fe wd5 (6... 2f5 
7 wf3 Wc8 8 Ae2! 2xc2 9 Ad4 
$26 10e6!+ Keres; 6 ... 65 7 
AF3 DAc6 8 Re2 g6) 7 Af3 gives. 
Black two options: 

(al) 7... cS 8 d4 &c6 9 ge2 


&g4 10 0-0 cd (10... e6 11 Bbl!: 
10 ... 0-0-0 11 Ags! gxe2 12 
Wxe2 [6 13 c4!+) 11 cd e6 (11... 
&xf3? 12 &xf3 wxd4+ 13 wxd4 
@®xd4 14 2xb7 Bb8 15 Bbi+ -:; 
11... 0-O-O 12 c3 f6 13 wad4!+ 
Dickstein—Kavalek, Sarajevo 
1967) 12 Bb1 Wd7 13 Dg5!+ Tal- 
Podgaets, Sochi 1970. 

(a2) 7... Ac6 8 d4 224 (8... 
We4+?! 9 Sf2!+) 9 Re2 e6 10 
0-0 £e7 11 Dg5!? (11 Bbi!?) 11 
... &xe2 12 Wxe2 0-0 13 wh5 (13 
Wed f5!2) 13... &xgS 14 Wxg5 
We4 15 ga3 Efd8 16 Bf2 Bd7 
17 Zafl DaS was Bilek—Larsen, 
Sousse 1967. The most incisive 
was then 18 Bf3! 4c4(18 ... &h8 
19 Eg3 Bg8 20 2f8! wg6 21 
wh4) 19 Bg3 wg6 (19 ... 26 20 
&e7) 20 Wh4 Wxc2 21 wf6 g6 22 
&cl Ad2 23 wf2+ -. 

(b) 5... g6 6 Af3 2g7 7 d4 
0-0 (12) (7 ... (6 8 2d3+). 


(b1) 8 2d3 c5 9 0-0 de! (9 ... 
Wc7 10 %e3) 10 de! (10 fe?! Ac6 
11 2e3 2247) 10... af5 (10... 
&c6 11 £e3 b6) 11 2e3 b6 12 
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We2 and now Black should prefer 
12... ad3-or 12 .ce6 tod? 
...€6 13 Radi Wc7 14 Ags when 
the plan Me4, @f2-h4 gives 
White the advantage, according to 
Keres. 

(b2) 8 2c4 Ac! (8 ... c5 9 
0-0 cd 10 cd 224 11 %e3 de 12 
fe Ac6 13 2b3 Hc8 14 B2!7 Dad 
15 h3 &xf3 16 Wxf3 @xb3 17 ab 
Ec3 18 We4+ Wb6 19 d2 Bcc8 
20 dS We7 21 2f4 a6 22 c4 
and Black was soon squashed in 
Nikolac—Grzesik, Bundesliga 
1986/7.) 9 0O-O AaS 10 2d3 c5 
11 We2 b6= Pavienko-Bagirov, 
Baku 1966. 

(b3) 8 2e2 c5 9 0-0 de (9 ... 
cd?! 10 cd de 11 fe Ac6 12 c3 b6 
13 Wel &b7 14 Wh4 Bc8 15 Ags 
h6 16 Af3 e6?! 17 2g5! wd5 18 
2xh6 &2xh6 19 Wxh6 He7 20 
2d3 Bxc3 21 Bf2!+— was Zot- 
kin—Bartovsky, Leningrad— 
Moscow 1985; after 16 ... &h7 
17 h3! intending Ah2-g4, White 
has a strong attack.) 10 fe Ac6 (10 

. Wa5?! 11 2d2 Bc6?! 12 e6! 
fe 13 Ag5+ Beckemeyer—Grzesik, 
Bundesliga 1987/8) 11 2e3 wa5 
12 Wel &f5 left Black with no 
problems in Widera-Van der Tak, 
corres. 1977. 

4... d5! 

(a) 5 Wf37! cS 6 c4?! Dc6! 7 
cd? Ad4 8 We4 f5! 9 ef AfS—+ 
Benko—Guimard, Argentina 1939. 

(b) 5° ga3!? prevents an 
immediate ... c5, but Black has 
resources: 5... b6! (5... Ad7!?; 5 
... &£57! 6 D3 @Ad7 7 BAd4+ 
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Tal—Eversole, USA Open 1988) 6 
d4 c5 7 f4 (7 dc e6; 7 &bS+ 2d7 
8 2d3 Ac6 9 Af3 c4 10 Re2 
&Rg4= 11 Agl Rxe2 12 Axe2 
e6 13 &xf8 Hxf8 Vorotnikov— 
Agzamov, USSR 1974) 7... e6 8 
{3 wd7 9 Zbl a6 10 2xa6 
4xa6 11 0-0 g6 (11 ... Wa4 12 
f5! wxa3 13 Dg5) 12 We2 wa4t 
Haik-Torre, Athens 1971. 

(c) 5 f4.c5 (5... d4!? 6 &2b2 dc 
7 &xc3 2f5! 8 Df3 e6 is OK for 
Black, e.g. 9 d4.c5,9 Zbl b6 or 9 
&e2 c5 10 0-0 Ac6 11 d3 e7.) 
6 Af3 Ac6 (6... 2g4?! 7h3 Axf3 
8 Wxf3 e69 2b5+ Ac6 10 c4+ 
Saariluoma—Enigl, Teesside 1974) 
7 Re2 (7 c4 24 8 Bhi Bbs 9 
&e2 e6 10 0-0 transposes.) 7 ... 
224 (7... e6 8 d4 2e7 9 0-0 
2d7 10 Shi We7 11 c4 de 12 dS 
ed 13 WxdS 2e6 14 We4 0-0-0 
15 &xc4 Dd4 16 &xe6+ fe= 
Zotkin—Safarov, Moscow 1984) 8 
Hbl £b8 9 0-0 e6 10 c4 de 11 h3 
Rxf3!? (11... RhS 12 g4 226 
13 2xc4 h5 14 d3 hg 15 hg @d4 
16 c3 ®xf3+ 17 Wxf3 wh4 18 
&b2+ Upton—Dunworth, British 
Ch [Swansea] 1987) 12 @xf3 wd7 
13 We2 b5 14 ge4 Ad4 15 wf2 
Re7 16 c3 Dc6 17 wf3 Dd8 18 
Hdl We7 19 d3 cd 20 Wxd3 c4 21 
Wf3 0-O 22 g£e3 f5 23 ef @xf6 
24 Ebcl Af7 25 Weg4 Bfe& 26 f5 
eS 27 &d5 &h8 28 2e6 gave 
White reasonable compensation 
in Diickstein—Holzl, Austrian Ch 
1989 (by transposition from 4... 
c5 5 f4 Ac6 6 Af3 d5). 

(d) 5 d4 c5 6 Af3 Ac6 (13) 


(dl) 7 h3% e6 8 £d3 ed 9 
cd Ab4!F I. Zaitsev—Vasiukov, 
USSR Ch (Alma Ata) 1968. 

(d2) 7 2d3 224 (7... cd 8 cd 
“b4) 8 Zbl (8 h3 2xf3 9 Wxf3 e6 
10 Bb1 We7 11 0-Oc4= Mecking— 
Bobotsov, Palma 1969) 8... c4! 9 
xe2 Wd7 10 h3 2xf3 11 2xf3 
e6 12 0-0 0-0-0 and now 13 g3 
f6 14 ef gf 15 2g2 is equal, but in 
Zaitsev—Bagirov, Minsk 1983, 13 
24? {6 14 ef gf 15 222 hS allowed 
Black to win by a direct attack. 

(d3)7 ge2 2248 0-0e69 Ebi 
Hb8 9 ... Wd7 10 h3 @xf3=; 9 
... Wce7?! allowed the interesting 
thrust 10 c4! de 11 dS! ed 12 Wxd5 
Re6 13 We4 0-0-0 14 &xc4 in 
Bohosian—Schmidt, Tbilisi 1974.) 
10 h3 @h5 11 2g5 (11 2d3 c4 
with queenside play to follow.) 11 
... @e? 12 Gave7 Wee7 13°65 
&xf3 14 gxf3 0-0 15 wWd3 (15 
Exc5 “Axe54F) 15... a6 16 Bbbil 
bS 17 We3 Wa7 18 Hfdi b4y 
Vaisman—Alburt, Bucharest 1978. 

den eae d6 

4...d5 may well be Black’s best 
here. Note that this line can be 
reached from 2 ”c3 d5 3 e5 De4 


followed by 4... &xc3 5 dec. 

Minor options for White: 5 g3?! 
“c6 6 f4 2f5 7 Df3 e6 8 ge3 
a5 9 $f2 c5 10 b4 Hc6 11 bi 
d4+ Blatny-Bagirov, USSR 1984: 
5 f4 2f5=; 5 ge3 2f5 6 2d3 
&xd3 7 Wxd3 e6=; 5 £p5 c6 6 
&d3 Dd7 7 We2 (7 e6 De5) 7... 
Ac5 8 0-0-0 wa5 9 obi e6 10 
h4 a4 11 acl bS 12 We4 Bb8 
13 a3 c5 14 Bb3 b4 gave Black 
a decisive attack in Zhuravlev— 
Vasiukov, Riga 1968; 5 Af3 224 
6 h3 &xf3 7 wxf3 e6 8 £63 c5 
9 0-0-0 4c6 10 Wg3 We7 11 £4 
0—0-0= Radulov—Flatow, Skopje 
0972: 

More significant are the follow- 
ing: 

(a) 5 Wf3 g6 6 2f4 (6 225 
&g7 7 0-0-0 c6 8 We3 Wb6 9 
Bd4 Ad7 10 Hf3 Hf8 11 2f6 Deb 
12 &xg7 A@xg7 13 Wel 2f5= 
Christensen—Burgess, Gausdal 
1991.) 6... &g87 7 0-0-0 c6 8 h4 
(8 c4 2e6)8...hS 9 We3 wbé6 10 
Wd2 224 (10... 2f5 is best met 
by 11 He2, since 11 AF3 2g4 12 
Re2 &2xf3 13 2xf3 e6 14 g4 hg 
15 &xg4 d7 gives Black the 
edge, according to Bagirov.) 11 f3 
&e6 12 Ah3 2xh3 13 Bxh3 e6 
14 c4! and now 14... &d7?! 15 
Se3! Wc7 16 f4 a6 17 cd cd 18 
&d4 Hc8 19 Bc3 wd8 20 Bxc8 
wxc8 21 We3 gave Black problems 
in Arapovic—Bagirov, Moscow 
1985. Instead, 14... Wc7 15 cd cd 
maintains reasonable chances. 

(b) 5 2d3 cS 6 £4 (6 2f4 Dc6 
and now 7 }f3 2g4 8 h3 &xf3 
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9 Wxf3 e6= was Platonov—Palat- 
nik, Kiev 1978; instead 7 wd2!? 
transposes to Kislov-Tsaréy — 
see 3... €6.)6... Ac6 7 AL3 eg4 
8 h3 (8 0-0 e69 h3 &xf3 10 wxf3 
c4 was quite all right for Black 
in Kosten—Brameld, British Ch 
[Southport] 1983, but 11 #e2 
&c5+ 12 Shi b5? 13 a4 a6 14 
ge3! Wbh6 15 &xc5 wxc5 16 
ab WxbS 17 b3+ was rather an 
unfortunate follow-up.) 8... &xf3 
9 wxf3 e6 10 Wg3?! 26 11 ge3 
(11 c4 Ab4) 11 ...c412 Be2 He7 
13 wf2 DfS!? 14 g2xa7 Dg3! 15 
Bgl Wa5! 16 2d4 AfS 17 2b6?! 
Wb5 18 a4? (18 b3) 18... Wxb2 19 
@d2 d4! 20 2xd4 2b4! 21 Bgcl 
(21 Egbl &xc3+! 22 &xc3 
Hd8+ 23 gd3 &xd3+!) 21 ... 
@Axd4 22 Wxd4 2xc3+! 23 Wxc3 
Bd8+ 24 gd3 Hxd3+ 0-1 S. 
Nikolic—Orev, Kislovodsk 1968. 

(c) 5 c4 c6 (5 ... d4?! 6 f4 25 
7 De2! Dc6 8 DAg3 e6 9 Axf5 ef 
10 2d3 g6 11 a3 aS 12 Wf3+ 
Ghizdavu-Torre, NiS 1972; 5... 
&e6 is playable, provided Black 
meets 6 Af3 not with 6... dc? or 
6... Wd7?, but 6... Ac6!) and 
White has been unable to achieve 
much from this position: 

(cl) 6 2e3 WaS+ 7 Wd2 
wxd2+ 8 &xd2 2f5= Radulov— 
Vukic, Uljma 1975. 

(c2) 6 f40Rf5 7 Red ¢6. (7 2 
wa5+!?=) 8 Wd2 2e7 9 0-0-0 
“d7 10 £e2 and White was per- 
haps very marginally more com- 
fortable in Povah—Cafferty, Birm- 
ingham 1977. 
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(c3) 6 Af3 2g4 7 h3 a&xf3 
8 Wxf3 e6 gives Black at least 
equality. 9 cd (9 2d2?! Ad7 10 
2c3 Wb6 11 cd cd 12 0-0-0 &c5 
13 wg4 0-0 14 f4 Bfc8+ Simons— 
Burgess, Weymouth 1989) 9 ... 
Wxd5 10 Wxd5 cd 11 c4 &b4+ 
12 2d2 2xd2+ 13 oxd2 Ac6 
14 f4 0-0-0 15 Se3 h6 16 dl 
f#e7= Kuzmin—Alburt, Lenin- 
grad 1974. 

5 Af3 

5 ed?! Wxd6! 6 Wxd6 cd 7 g3 
“Ac6 8 2e3 g6 9 Af3 2g7 10 
2g2 0-0 11 Hd4 2d7 12 0-0 
Xfc8 led to a minority attack and 
an endgame win for Black in 
Kolste—Réti, Baden Baden 1925. 

5 2c4?! Ac6 6 Af3 (6 2f4? de 
7 Wxd8+ &xd8) 6... de 7 We2 
(7 Wxd8+ Axd8 8 AxeS [6 9 Ad3 
e5 10 0-0 &e6 11 2b3 2d6 12 
Hel g5+ Nezhmetdinov—Spas- 
sky, Tbilisi 1959) 7 ... f6 8 @e3 
(8 2d2 e6 9 0-0-0 2d6 10 D4 
We7) 8 ...c69 Dh4 g6 10 f4 2d6 
11 0O-O We7+ Green—Williams, 
Coventry 1970. 

5 2f4 Dc6 (Keres considered 
5... de 6 Wxd8+ xd8 7 0-0-0+ 
&2d7 8 &xe5 f6 9 223 e5 10 
f4 to give White some advantage.) 
6 D3 (6 2bS 2d7 7 We2 a6 8 
&c4 e6 9 Af3 is considered under 
7 ... a6 in themotesto 7 ...°¢6 
below.) 6... de 7 Wxd8+ (7 Axe5 
Wxdl+ 8 Hxdl @®xe5 9 gxe5 
c6= Tatai—Gheorghiu, Las 
Palmas 1972) 7... Axd8 8 @xe5 
(8 AxeS c6 9 0-0-0 f6 10 Ac4 ALT 
11 @g3 e5 12 Ad2 g6 13 &c4 


Ad6 14 2b3 B2h6 15 f3 2f5 16 
&b1 0-0-0 17 2f2 gc7 18 g4 
&c8 19 h3 &f4 20 c4 A#f7 21 
Ae4 {5 led to a win for Black 
in Filipowicz—Chekhov, Warsaw 
1990.) 8 ... c6 9 0-0-0 (9 Ad? f6 
10 223 #f7 11 0-0-0 2d7 12 
ac4 Dd6 13 &xd6 ed 14 BShei+ 
@d8 15 ge6 &xe6 16 Hxe6 
@d7 17 Bdel dS 18 c4 de 19 
Axc4 bS 20 Aad2 2d6= Lein— 
Martz, Chicago 1982) 9 ... f6 10 
2g3 e5 (10 ... 2e6) 11 2c4 
and here Boleslavsky gave 11 ... 
2e7=. Instead in Roos—Schmidt, 
Bagneux 1978, Black allowed a 
pulverising blow: 11 ... AF7% 12 
Ehel g6? 13 &xeS! 1-0. 
Save c6 

5...de6 Wxd8+ &xd8 7 Axe5 
Se8 

(a) 8 2c4 e69 2f4 (9 0-0 2d6 
10 Hel Bd7;9 2e3 2d6 10 Ad3 
&d7 11 0-0-0 &c6 12 [3 Ad7 14 
Ab4 |Ab6 14 Re2 was Radulov— 
Jansa, Orebro 1966; 14 ... De5! 
would have maintained equality.) 
9... 2d6 10 0-0-0 Ad7 11 Shel 
@xe5 12 RxeS @xe5 13 Exes 
Se7 14 Bc5! c6 15 f4 marginally 
favoured White in Pfleger— 
Schmidt, Polanica Zdroj 1971. 

(b) 8 2e3 [6 (8 ... Ad7 9 Hd3!? 
Keres) 9 Af3 (9 Bd3 e5 10 £4 e4) 
9... e5 10 Ad2!? ge6 11 f4 Ad7 
12 0-0-0 £d6 (12 ... ge7 13 
&d3 with f5 and Deé4 to follow.) 
13 De4 Se7 14 Axd6 cd 15 g3 
gave White a substantial advan- | 
tage in Hiibner—Ghizdavu, Graz 
1972. 


2d7 (14) 


Other moves have been tried: 

6...e6 7 2f4 ge7 8 We2 0-0 
9 0-0-0 a6 10 2d3 2d7 11 h4 
and suddenly Black was faced with 
an overwhelming attack in Mak- 
arychev-A. Petrosian, USSR 
1969. 

A forthright approach gave 
Black a decent game in Torre- 
Réti, Baden Baden 1925: 6... a6 
7 2xc6+ be 8 2f4 Bb8 9 b3 e6 
10 wd3 d5 11 0-0 Wd7 12 Badl 
a5 13 Efel Ba8 14 g5 h6 15 
®h3 2a6 16 Wg3 g6. This game 
attained notoriety when Réti later 
tried to castle queenside. 

6 ... g6!? 7 2f4 227 8 0-0 
0—0 gave Black an excellent ending 
in Mack—Hennigan, British Ch 
(Blackpool) 1988 after 9 Hel?! de 
10 AxeS AxeS 11 RxeS5 Wxdl 12 
Maxdl &xe5 13 EHxeS ge6!5, 
but White should try 9 ed cd 10 
wd2. 

7 We2 e6 

7... AxeS 8 Axe5 de 9 Wxe5 [6 
(9... c6 10 &c4 and now 10... 
{6 11 We2 leaves Black only a little 
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worse. Instead 10... Wb8 11 We4 
e6 12 &g5! h6 13 2h4 put Black 
in a permanent bind in Keres— 
Schmid, Zurich 1961, on account 
of 13... gor 14 Bdl eh aa 
wd4!+—) 10 whS+ (10 @e2 eS 
11 @c4+ Keres) 10... 26 11 We2 
e5 12 ge3 (12 2c4!?; 12 0-0 
2d6 13 2h6?! We7 14 gxd74+ 
Wxd7 15 Wf3 Sf7 16 Hadi we6 
17 fel c6+ Ottavi—Palatnik, 
Rome 1990) 12... 2d6 13 0-0-0 
b6 14 f4 0-0 15 fe &xb5 16 
WxbS fe 17 gh6+ Markland— 
Korchnoi, Bath 1973. 

7 wow BG Sued 6 (8 «2. dey 9 
&f4 de 10 &2xe5 (10 AxeS5 2d6 
11 2g3 DxeS 12 AxeS Bxe5 13 
WxeS wf6= Hug—Schmidt, Pula 
1975) 10 ... &2d6 (10 ... xed 11 
4xe5 &d6= Lechtynsky— 
Schmidt, Brno 1975) 11 2&xg7 
Eg8 12 ge5 AxeS 13 AxeS Rxe5 
14 WxeS Hxg2oo Shamkovich-— 
Bronstein, Moscow 1961. 

8 .2f4 Re7 

After this, Black has serious 
problems. 8 ... a6 9 2d3 (9 &c4) 
9... de 10 AxeS £d6 11 Hdl 
wf6= Schroeder—Jiirgensen, 
Hamburg 1981. 

9 0-0-0 d5 
10 4 a6 
11 a4 dc 

Already Black has no satisfac- 
tory continuation. 

12) &xc6 be 
13. wxce4 Zb8 
14. Exd7! 

The defenders are systemati- 

cally stripped from the black king. 
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The denouement is impressive: 14 
... Wxd7 15 Hdl Wc8 16 Wxc6+ 
f8 17 225 f6 18 ef gf 19 HeS! 
h6 20 Ad7+ Sf7 21 Axf6 &xf6 


22 wf3 wd8 23 4e5+ &g7 24 
Hxd8 Bhxd8 25 We4+ 295+ 26 
{4 Bb4 27 g3 Be4 28 Dd3 Bed4 
29 h4 1-0. 


3 Chase Variation 


The idea of pushing the pawn to 
cS costs White no tempi, but is 
highly double-edged. The pawn is 
undeniably weak, but White hopes 
that it will turn out to be a thorn 
in Black’s side: capturing it costs 
tempi, while exchanging it opens 
lines. The character of the Chase 
Variation is very much that of a 
gambit — in many lines the main 
task facing Black is to find the 
most palatable way to digest a 
pawn. 


Dishman—Burgess 
Birmingham (BUCA) 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 c4 Abb 4 c5 
@d5 (15) 


5 M3 

5 d4 d6 6 cd ed (6... cd leads 
to a line of the c3 Sicilian.) 7 Af3 
and Black can choose between 7 
... £7 8 DBc3 de 9 AxeS Leb 
10 2d3 Ad7= (Sveshnikov) and 
7... del? 8 AxeS 2b4+ 9 Od2 
0-0 10 2c4 gxd2+ 11 Wxd2 f6 
12 Ac3 c6 13 AF3 He8 14 De2 
224 15 0-0 Ad7 with at least 
equality in Szeles—Knezevic, Kesz- 
thely 1981. 

Be xs c6 

After 5... Axe3 6 dc, Black’s 
d-pawn should probably not 
advance: 6... d5 (6... d6 7 cd) 7 
cd ed 8 2f4!+ (8 2c4 Dcb6=) 8 
... d5 (8 ... Ac6 9 ed 2xd6 10 
2xd6 Wxd6 11 Wxd6 cd 12 
0-0-O+) 9 2d3 2e6 10 Af3 
Re7 11 Dd4 g6?! (11... Wd7) 12 
&xe6 fe 13 h4 Dc6 14 hS g5 15 
223 wd7 16 Wce2+ &f8 17 h6 
wf7 18 0-0-0 Ae7 19 Wa4+! c6 
20 c4 left Black’s king with little 
prospect of safety in Sveshnikov— 
Palatnik, Belgrade GMA 1988. 

Instead, Bagirov’s idea 6... Ac6 
7 Df3 e6 8 2e3 b6 seems playable. 
9 wad4 (Black’s position was the 
better organised after 9 cb ab 10 
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a3 f5 11 ef Wxf6 12 &g5 wf7 13 
2d3 £a6 14 c4 2d6 15 We2 
wWh5 in Fogarasi-Bagirov, Buda- 
pest 1989.) 9... &xc5 10 &xc5 
be 11 0-0-0 f6! (The e-pawn must 
be removed: 11 ... 0-0 12 &d3 
f5 13 g4!) 12 &bS DxeS (12 ... 
&b7 13 ef gf 14 Bhel!) 13 Bhel 
0-0 14 @xe5 fe 15 2xd7 Wg5+ 
16 Sbl &xd7 17 Wxd7 Wg6+ 
18 gal Bxf2 19 Wxc7! hé! left 
Black no worse in Capello—Bagi- 
rov, Tunis 1979. 

5... e6 is, naturally, playable. 6 
&c4 is considered under the move 
order 5 @c4 e6 6 4c3, while for 
6 Axd5 ed 7 d4 d6 8 cd cd see the 
next note. Independent options: 

(a) 6 We4 hS!? 7 Wed d6!? (7... 
4xc3=) 8 cd cd 9 @xd5 ed 10 
Wxd5 Sc6 11 &b5 2d7 12 ed 
Hh6 13 gc4 Be6+ 14 ofl wi 
gave Black good chances in 
reward for his imaginative play in 
Oim—Mikenas, Palanga 1961. 

(b) 6 Dxd5 ed 7 d4 b6 8 &e3 
(8 cb ab 9 @®f3 £e7 10 203 
2a6; 8 D3 be 9 de c6) 8... be 9 
dc c6 10 &d3 a6 (10 ... 2a6 
11 b4!+; 10 ... WaS+ 11 wd2 
Wxd2+ 12 Sxd2 Hab 13 cl 
&b8 may improve.) 11 Bcl WaS+ 
12 @d2! Wxa2 13 Hal Wxb2 14 
&xa6 2xa6 15 Zxa6 WxeS+ 16 
De2 2xc5 17 0-0 0-0 18 Af4 was 
Hennings—Smejkal, Kapfenberg 
1970. White’s attacking chances 
are probably slightly more rel- 
evant than Black’s pawns. 

(c) 6 d4: 

(cl) 6 ... d6 7 cd cd 8 &f3 


can also arise from a c3 Sicilian. 
Black’s most robust defence is 8 
... Ac6 9 ed (9 R85 Dxc3 10 be 
wa5: 9 2b5 Axc3 10 be 2d7 11 
ed &xd6 12 0-0 0-0=; 9 2d3 
de 10 de Adb4=; 9 Wb3 £e7!? 
is best met by 10 ed Wxd6=, since 
10 Dxd5 ed 11 Wxd5 2e6 12 Wed 
de 13 de @d5! is unpromising.) 9 
... &xd6 10 2d3 Bf4 11 2xf4 
&xf4. White appears to have no 
advantage, e.g. 12 0-0 0-0 13 
Bel g6 14 2fl 2h6 15 Wad 
(Ozsvath—Csom, Budapest 1967) 
iS .. —abd7,or- 12 Se 
(Damjanovic—Buljovéic, Bel- 
grade 1966) 12... Ab4 13 £b5+ 
(13 gb1 Dd5) 13... 2d7 14 d5 
0-0 15 &xd7 Wxd7 16 de Wxe6! 
which Bagirov assesses as equal. 

(c2) 6... Axe3 7 be b6 8 Wed 
(8 wf3; 8 cb ab 9 wWg4?! cS! 10 
de Wce7!+ Lein—Zeltic, Belgrade 
GMA 1988) 8 ... f5 (The #g5 
threat must be met.) 9 ef Wxf6 10 
2d3 be 11 Af3 Ac6 12 0-0 gave 
White a pleasant position in Ings— 
Baier, corres. 1978. 

6 acd 
6 Dxd5 cd 7 d4 d6 8 cd ed (16) 


(a) 9 4? 2c6 (After 9 ... de!? 
neither 10 de @c5 nor 10 fe wh4+ 
can satisfy White.) 10 Df3 2g4 
11 @e3 de 12 fe 2b44+ 13 of2 
O—0 14 ge2 f6! 15 ef Wxf6 16 Bf! 
Bae’! 17 Wb3 We6 18 2b5 2xf3 
19 gf Bxf3+! 20 &xf3 wh3+ 0-1 
Molnar-Tartakower, Paris 1955. 

(b) 9 ed? &xd6 leaves White 
trying to equalise. 

(c) 9 AF3 Dc6 (9 ... Re7 10 
Wb3 4c6) 10 ge2 (10 2d3?! 
2g4) 10 ... de (10 ... @e7 11 
0-0 0-0 12 Wb3!?) 11 de (After 11 
Axe5, 11... 2b4+ 12 2d2 Wb6 
13 Axc6 be 14 &xb4 Wxb44 15 
Wd2 2b8 equalised comfortably 
in Voskanin—Schmidt, Riga 1975, 
whilst 11... 2d6 12 wa4 0-0 13 
@xc6 be 14 Wxc6 2b4+ 15 Sf! 
Hb8 16 2f4 Bb6 17 Wa4 Hes 18 
2d3 2d7 19 Wxa7 Bbe6 20 f3 
Wh4 21 223 We7 22 a3 2b5 23 
ab 2xd3+ 24 ogi wxb4 25 
h3 2f5 26 &h2 2xh3! proved 
effective in Pazos—Anand, Dubai 
ol 1986.) 11 ... 2b4+ (11 ... 
&c5?! 12 0-0 0-0 13 2g5 Whb6 
14 wxd5 Ad4 15 Axd4 2xd4 16 
2d3! He8 17 Hael &xb2 18 
Rf6! wd4 19 gxh7+ gave White 
a winning attack in Siaperas— 
Czerniak, Zagreb 1969.) 12 #&d2 
Wa5 13 a3 (13 &xb4 Wxb4+ 14 
Wd2 wWxd2+ 15 &xd2 224 16 
Haci @e7=) 13 ... Rxd2+ 14 
Wxd2 Wxd2+ 15 @xd2 224 16 
2b5 &xf3 17 gf gd7 (17 ... 
0-0 18 &xc6 be 19 Hacl Bfb8 
20 Bxc6 Xxb2+ 21 ge3 Bb3+ 
was also level in Siaperas—Flatow, 
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Lugano ol 1968.) 18 {4 a6 19 
&xc6+ be 20 b4 a5 21 £5 g6 was 
an unbalanced, but equal, ending 
in Zier—Herndl, Vienna Open 
1986. 

6 d4 d6 7 cd ed is fine for Black. 
8 4xd5 cd transposes to the lines 
above; Sveshnikov—Bracken, 
Budapest Open 1989 continued 
sharply with 8 @f3 Axc3 9 be 
224!? 10 h3 &xf3 11 Wxf3 de 
12 2c4 wf6 13 We2 Ad7 14 f4 
wh4+ 15 @di f6 16 &c2 
0-0-0. 

6 Af3 d6 7 &xd5 cd 8 cd ed 9 
wb3?! (9 d4) 9... Ac6 10 2b5 
2e7 11 Wxd5 0-0 left White seri- 
ously under-developed in Sikora— 
Alburt, Decin 1977. 

6 Wb3 d6 7 cd ed 8 &c4 trans- 
poses to 7 cd ed 8 Wb3 below. 

6. sae d6 

The unbelievable 6 ... b6 7 
@xd5 cd 8 2xd5 Ac6 9 cb Wxb6 
10 Wb3 WaS 11 2xf7+ od8 12 
wd5 Wc7 13 Df3 Bb8 gave Black 
some compensation in Woda- 
Timmermans, Val Thorens 1988. 

6...e6 7 De4 (7 d4 b6 8 cb ab 
9 Age2 2a6 10 2b3 dé 11 Axd5 
4-4 Rozentalis—Kengis, Daugav- 
pils 1989) 7... b6 8 Ad6+ 2xd6 
9 cd 0-0 (9 ... Wg5?! 10 Af3!?) 10 
d4 (10 wh5 2a6 11 d3 f6 12 @f3 
Ab4 13 ef wxf6 14 2g5 wf 0-1 
S. Wolff-Kengis, Luxembourg 
1990) 10 ... £a6 11 b3 f600 
Szabolcesi—Knezevic, Budapest 
1981. 

7 whb3 
Instead, 7 Axd5? cd 8 &xd5 e6 
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(8 ... de? 9 Wb300) 9 2f3 de 10 
b4 e4} (Kopylov) is weak, whilst 
7 ed Dxc3! 8 dc ed 9 cd Rxd6 
allows easy equality. A couple of 
serious alternatives: 

(a) 7 wf3 led to fascinating play 
in Chekhov-K. — Grigorian, 
Moscow Ch 1979: 7 ... @d7 8 
&xd5 (8 ed?! AeS 9 We4 Axc4 10 
wxc4 ed 11 Dxd5 Re6!F) 8 ... 
Axe5 9 2xf7+ Axf7 10 d4 g6 11 
cd Wxd6 12 DAge2 2g7 13 af4 
wb4 14 0-0 0-0 15 We3 He8 16 
a3 Wxb2 17 Bfbl We2 18 4g3 
g5 and Black’s extra pawn was 
reasonably sound. Play continued 
19 ge5 AxeS 20 de Wg6 21 Bb4 
b6 22 h4 g4 23 Hel Re6 24 hS5 
Wh6 25 We4 cS 26 Bbb1 Zad8 27 
“Ab5 Xd7 28 Bbdl Bf8 29 Bxd7 
&xd7 30 Dxa7 We6 31 Wb7 2h6 
32 De4 Rad 33 Wa6 2b3 34 
AbS Wxe5 35 Wxb6 g3 36 fg &d2 
37 WxceS Wxc5+ 38 Dxc5 &xel 
39 Axb3 2xg3 40 D5d4 eS 41 
Me2 2f2+ 42 Sh2 Ba8 43 Ad? 
Bxa3 44 De4 He3 45 Dxf2 Bxe2 
and Black won. 

(b) 7 ed ed fails to improve 
White’s prospects. 

(b1) 8 Af3 2e7 9 0-0 Axc3! is 
a timely exchange approved by 
Alburt. 10 de 0—0 is equal, whilst 
10 be followed by d4 can be met 
by ... cS and queenside play. 

(b2) 8 Dxd5 cd 9 &xd5 de 10 
Wb3 transposes to (b3). 

(b3) 8 Wb3 de 9 Axd5 cd 10 
&xd5 We7 11 AF3 2d6 and now 
12 0-0 0-0 13 d3 Ad7 (13... Ac6) 
14 ge3 D6 15 Bacl We7 16 


&25 h6 was no problem for Black 
in Dubinin-Kopylov, Leningrad 
1946. A more violent approach 
was tried in Vuksanovic— 
Tradardi, Rome Open 1990: 12 
Ags 0-0 13 wd3 g6 14 wed (14 
W23 Dc6) 14... &g7 (14... Dc6!?) 
15 d3 We7? 16 h4 2b4+?! 17 
fi 2f5 18 We3 &cS 19 Weg3 
4c6 20 hS+ —. Instead both 15... 
h6 and 15 ... &f5 are perfectly 
adequate. 
re “d7 
7... de is also just about play- 
able. 8 @®xd5 cd 9 Axd5 e6 10 
&2xb7 2xb7 11 Wxb7 wdS! 12 
We8+ e7 (12 ... Wd8 Svesh- 
nikov) 13 Wc7+ &f6 14 d4 Ac6 
15 }f3 and now Palatnik’s sugges- 
tion is 15... ed 16 Wf4+ e7 17 
0-0 f600. Instead in Sveshnikov— 
Palatnik, Chelyabinsk 1974, after 
15 ... Axd4?! 16 R2g5+ g6 17 
@xe5+ xg5 18 0-0! Wxe5 19 
f4+ h6! 20 Dxf7+ HSh5 21 Wb7 
&e7, White had at his disposal the 
strong 22 b4! Wxb4 23 94+! 
8 &xd5 
8 cd?! 4 xe5! is complicated, but, 
as Hort demonstrated, promising 
for Black: 9 @xd5 cd 10 &xd5 
e6!? 11 &xb7 (11 d4 Ac6 12 
&xc6+ be and ... £a6 ideas give 
the white king some problems.) 11 
... Bb8 12 Wa4+ £d7 13 wWxa7 
Exb7!? (13 ... &xd6) 14 wxb7 
&c6 15 d7+ e7 16 wh4+ 
Sxd7 17 Wd4+ £d6 and White 
has serious problems. 
pee &xc5 
8 ...cd? 9 2xd5 e6 10 &xe6! fe 


11 Wxe6+ We7 12 Wxe7+ &xe7 
13 cd+ £f7 14 d4 Dbé6 15 f4 was 
very good for White in Svesh- 
nikov—Knezevic, Dubna 1979. 

9 @c7+ &d7 

9... Wxc7?! 10 Sxf7+ dB 

11 Wc2? g6 12 Wc3 2g7! 13 ed 
ed 14 Wxg7 He8+ 15 ofl we7 
was good for Black in Binci—Pisa, 
Buenos Aires 1985, but 11 We3 is 
an obvious improvement. 

10 «wes @xc7 

11 d4 

11 &xf7? 2f5 12 ec4 d5 13 

&e2 d4y. After 11 d4, 11... ge6 
12 2e2? Ad7 13 @f3 2d5 14 
0-0 e6 left Black a sound pawn 
up in Kislova—Levitina, Togliatti 
1974, but 12 b3 dS 13 @e2 Ad7 
14 f4 gives White rather good 
compensation, as Black’s minor 
pieces are uncoordinated. 

Ay Gee d5! 

12 ge2 He6 (17) 


A strange sight. It appears that 
Black has forgotten how the long- 
range pieces move, but the black 
pieces have good prospects of an 
harmonious development, whilst 
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their king is in no imminent 
danger. White must work hard to 
demonstrate compensation. 
13. f4 26 
13... g5!? 14 fg h6 is a reason- 
able way to return the pawn. 


14 g4 h5 
15 gh gh 
16 f3 


16 f5 is met not by 16... 2h6?! 
17 wf2, but by 16... g7 when 
the white pawns are in trouble. 


BOM) cs &h6 
17) &g5 &xg5 
18 fg &b8 
19 gd2 


Necessary, to stop 19 ... wb6 
winning a pawn. Now Black 
should consider trying to seize the 
initiative with 19 ... c5 20 de d4. 
The resulting position is chaotic, 
unclear and with little prospect of 
safety for either king. 


19 Sa h4 
20=so& fil £28 
2° Bei? Axg5 
22 ~wxg5!? 


A fully reasonable queen sacri- 
fice, since Black’s only active 
pieces are removed, lines towards 
to black king become opened, and 
also White lacks a_ purposeful 
alternative. 

3 ee Zxg5 
23. axgs Keb 

In time trouble I found a reason- 
able defence. Were Black satisfied 
with a draw, 23 ... Wg8 24 2xe7 
a5 25 &d6+ a7 26 &c5+ 
&b8 would be suitable. 

The game continued: 24 &xe7 
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wa5+ 25 b4 Wa3 26 Bf3! Wb2 27 
Hdl gc7 28 gxh4 Hg8 29 223 
wxb4+ 30 &f2 &c8?! (With both 
players seriously short of time, the 
play becomes a little illogical, 30 
... d7 would be normal.) 31 2f6 
Bf8 32 ge3 Bxf6 33 ef c5 34 
Se5 Wc3+ 35 Sf2 wWb2 36 Egl 
cd? (36 ... c4 37 h4!? c3 38 2f4 
W b6 was established afterwards as 
a probable draw. After 36... cd?, 
White has the strong 37 2g3! 
when Black is stuck for a plan.) 37 
Bg7? wd2 38 Xg3 224! 39 Bxg4 
d3 40 {7 Wxe2+ 41 Sg3 Wxe5+ 
42 f4 (The dust has cleared, 
leaving an ending where the white 
f-pawn ties down the queen and, 
together with the h-pawn, consti- 
tutes enough play to save the half- 
point.) 42 ... Wg7+ 43 f3 wf8 
44 h4 £d7 45 hS ge7 46 Ye3 
b5 47 &xd3 a5 48 h6 Wxh6 4-4. 
In view of White’s threat of 49 h7, 
the line 48 ... Wxh6 49 f8W+ Wxf8 
SO Bxf8 &xf8 51 gd4 b4 52 
xd5 a4 53 Sc4= is inevitable. 


Langschmidt—Zeh 
Correspondence 1988 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 c4 DAbS 4 c5 
“d5 

5 2c4 e6 

6 d4 

6 Wed has been tried, without 
success, by Radojevic: 

(a) 6... d6 7 cd cd 8 d4 We7 9 
Ad2 (9 We2? de 10 de Ad7 11 Ad2 
“f4! 12 Wed Axe5 0-1 Radojevic— 
Pribyl, Hradec Kralove 1973/4) 9 
... de 10 Agf3 Ad7!F Radojevic-— 


Hlougek, Hradec Kralove 1973/4. 
(b) 6... Ab4!? 7 Aa3 (7 &xe6? 
&d3+) 7... b6 8 d4 2a6 9 Wed 
B86 (9 ... Bxc4 10 Axc4 Dc6) 
10 &xa6 Dxab+ 11 Wd3? Dab4 
12 we4 be 13 dc AxeS! 0-1 Rado- 
jevic—Bagirov, Trinec 1973. 

6 Ac3 has been the subject of 
considerable theoretical and 
practical debate. The move can 
lead to great complications, in 
which Black must judge carefully 
how much greed is appropriate. 
However, Black’s resources 
appear fully adequate, so the line 
is not much seen nowadays. 6... 
4f42! invites White to fall for 7 
we4? wh4!— +, while 7 d4 Axg2+ 
8 éf1 Ah4 9 Af3 HS! is far from 
clear, but 7 g3 Ag6 8 d4 d6 9 h4 
de 10 hS Ae7 11 h6 Wxd4 12 We2 
@f5 13 De4 2xc5 14 hg Axg7 15 
{6+ Ye7 16 2e3 Wd6 17 2g5 
wce6 18 Af3 h6 19 AdS++ 1-0 
Khatset-Shiryaev, Moscow 1961, 
may be the way to punish Black’s 
extravagance. Black’s best is 6... 
“xe3 7 de (7 be d5 8 cd cd 9 ed 
&xd6 10 d4 0-0 11 Af3 We7! 12 
Wd3 Ad7 13 0-0 b6 14 2b3 2b7 
15 h3 e5!F Sergeant-Tartakower, 
Hastings 1945/6). Now 7 ... b6 is 
playable: 8 Wg4 (8 cb ab and now 
9 We4 2b7 10 2f4 He7 or 9 DL3 
d5 10 ed cd 11 0-0 2e7 12 Ad4 
0-O= 13 f4 dS 14 2d3 gaé! 
Sveshnikov—Bagirov, USSR Ch 
[Kharkov] 1967) 8... Ac6 9 AF3 
&b7 (9 ... be 10 &g5 He7 il 
0-0-0 h6 12 2h4 g5 13 &xe6! 
Lerner—Dzhalilov, USSR 1981) 10 


&f4 De7!? 11 cb ab 12 0-0 ASS 
13 Ad4 (13 Bfdl ge7 with ... hé 
and ... g5 to follow) 13 ... hS! 
14 Wh3 was Barber—Depasquale, 
Australian Ch (Melbourne) 1987. 
Rogers gives 14... Wh4! 15 @xf5 
(15 Wh4 ®xh4 16 £3 Dg6F) 15... 
Wxh3 16 gh (16 Axg7+? 2xg7 
17 gh Be8F) 16... ef+. However, 
the main continuation is 7... Ac6 
8 af: 

(a) 8... Wh4 tries to make the 
most of the threat of taking on c5, 
though Black should be very wary 
of actually grabbing the pawn. 9 
g3 (9 Wd2? xe5! 10 2e2 Agé 
11 @xc7 &xc5 12 223 wad 13 
h4 hS 14 &f3 d5 15 b4 2b6 16 
Ad4 a6 17 dl Wd7 18 &b3 
“e7+  Angelov-Suba, Varna 
1975) 9... We7 10 Af3 (10 We2 
g5! 11 &d2 WxcS 12 2xg5 WxeS! 
13 WxeS Axe5 14 2f6 Axc4 15 
&xh8 Dxb2F Hédlzl—Speelman, 
Hastings 1971/2) 10... h6 (10... 
Wxc5?! 11 We2) 11 2e3 (11 We2!? 
g5!?; 11 h4 b6 12 cb ab 13 0-0 
&b7 14 We2 g5 15 hg hg 16 &xg5 
Wxg5! 17 AxgS Dd44 Rohland- 
Unger, Fort Worth 1984) 11... 
b6! (11... g5? 12 &bS5!) 12 cb ab 
13 We2 2b7 14 O-O7! (14 
0-0-Ooo) 14... g5 15 Ad4?! (15 
“d2 @AxeS 16 #2d4 Axc4 17 
&xh8 @Axd2 18 Wxd2 f6 can 
hardly be bad for Black.) 15 ... 
AxeS 16 &xg5 hg 17 Wrxe5 
Hxh2!—_+ Hegedus—Griunberg, 
Romanian Ch (Bucharest) 1985. 
18 }xh2 is met by 18 ... f6!. 

(b) 8 ... &xc5 9 Wed gS is 
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one of the more peculiar lines in 
opening theory. Black gives away 
this pawn in order to set up a pin 
on the g-file. 10 2xg5 (10 Wxg5?! 
Wxg5 11 &xg5 @AxeS5 12 2f6 
Rxf2+!? 13 Se2 Axc4 14 Sxh8 
&xgl 15 Bhxgl Dxb2 16 Hefl 
b6+ Domino-—Delander, Berlin 
1952) 10... Bg8 (18) (10... Axe5? 
11 wh4+—). Now: 


(b1) 11 £3? loses material to 
11... AxeS! 12 Rxd8 Bxg4 13 
@xe5 Be4+. 

(b2) 11 £47! AxeS 12 Wh4 Bxg5 
13 fg Axc4d 14 Wxc4 Wxg5S 15 De2 
and now 15... Wxg2? 16 0-0-0 
d6 17 Bhgl! 2xgi 18 Xxgl Wxh2 
19 Wxc7 was a disaster in Gulko— 
Spitsyn, Moscow 1963, but Bagi- 
rov’s 15 ... d6! is more than ad- 
equate for Black. 

(b3) 11 &xd8 Exg4 12 Re2 
Bxg2 (12... Axe5? 13 &xc7! Hed 
14 f3!4 Van der Tak) 13 &xc7 
b6! (13... Mxf2!? 14 Af3 b6 15 
Bgl Ae7 16 2d6 £a6!oo Sauer- 
mann) 14 h3 (14 b4!? &xf2+ 
15 $fl Bxgl+ 16 Sxf2 Bg6 
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17 thgl 2b7 18 &2h5 He7 19 
2xg6 hgoo 4-4 Trapl—Neckar, 
Hradec Kralove 1972) 14... &b7 
15 2f3 Bg8 16 0-0-0 AaS!? (16 
... Hc8 17 2d6) 17 Bhgl ge?! 
18 2d6+ 2xd6 19 ed+ 2f6 20 
2g4!? h5! 21 ge2 (21 &xh5 
Hxgl 22 Bxg2 Bh8} Neder- 
koorn) 21... Bxgl 22 Bxgl 2c6 
23 Af4 SeS 24 AxhS Sxd6 
gave Black an excellent ending 
in Kling—Nederkoorn, corres. 
1981/2. 

(b4) 11 Ah3 Be7 12 f4 (12 
&xe7 Hxg4 13 2xd8 can be met 
by 13... Bxc4 14 @xc7 AxeS!= 
or 13 ... &xd8 14 f4 Bxg2 15 
0-0-0 Se7! 16 dg] 2g617 Ags 
h6 18 Af3 Bxgl 19 Bxgl d6+ 
Gertsch—Rosell, corres. 1984.) 12 
... AxeS 13 fe 2xg5 14 Wh5 Bg7 
15 0-0 We7! (15 ... b6? 16 Bxf7!; 
15 ... h6?! 16 2d3! We7 17 Bf3 
Of8 18 Bafl Sg8 19 Af2 d6 20 
Ag4 de 21 Df6+! gave White a 
strong attack in Sokolov— 
Kuuksmaa, USSR 1977. It is due 
to this manoeuvre that Black’s 
queen’s bishop should be ready to 
cover fl.) 16 Bf3 (16 2d3 b6 
17 2e4 c6 18 &xh7 2a6 19 Bfel 
0-0-0 20 se4 f5F Angelov- 
Popov, Sofia 1972) 16 ... b6 (16 
... h6?! 17 2d3) 17 2g3 h6 18 Af2 
WeS 19 We2 d6 20 ed cd 21 Edi 
&b7+ Angelov—Orev, Sofia 1971. 

6. wa b6 

6... d6 7 cd cd transposes to a 

line of the c3 Sicilian. 
7 Wed 
7 &xd5 ed 8 cb (8 2e3? bc 9 


dc c6 10 Ac3 Ha6F Kononenko-— 
Bagirov, Baku 1969) 8 ... ab is 
fine for Black, who has the plan 
of ... c6 followed by ... Aa6-—c7— 
e6. 

7 cb ab. Now in practice White 
has tried three knight moves: 

(a) 8 Wg4 gives a position that 
has been reached via the move 
order 6 Wg4 b6?! 7 cb ab 8 d4. 
Black should try 8 ... f5!?, since 8 
... 2269 &xd5 ed 10 Dc3 Ac6 
11 Age2+ (SDO) and 8 ... &b7 
9 2¢5 Wc8 10 Hc3 2b4 11 Ec 
(Radojevic—Schmidt, Lublin 1971) 
are unpromising. 

(b) 8 He2 2a6 9 2xd5 ed 10 
@®be3 c6 11 0-0 ge7 12 Zel 
0-0 13 Hg3 d6 14 DhS5 fS!oo 
Semeniuk—Mikhalchishin, Chel- 
yabinsk 1975. 

(c) 8 DBc3 2b7 (8 ... Axc3 9 
be d5 10 2d3 a6 11 &xab 
Hxa6+  Machulsky—Agzamov, 
Lvov 1974) 9 Axd5 ed 10 £d3 
d6 11 De2 de 12 de Ad7F 13 €6?! 
fe 14 |f4 2b4+ 15 Sfl we 16 
We2 eS 17 2b5 c6 18 Axd5 cd 
19 2xd7+ &xd7 20 Wb5+ &c7 
21 Wxb4 d4 22 gd2 Bhf8 23 
Rel Wg5 24 £3 xf3 25 223 
&hS+ 0-1 Rausis—Shirov, Lat- 
vian Ch (Riga) 1986. 

(d) 8 Af3 2a6 (19) 

(d1) 9 b3 2b4+ 10 Sd2 Ac6 
11 0-O &xd2 12 Wxd2 Ace7 13 
Hel h6 14 We2 £b7 15 a4 ALF 
Machulsky—Bagirov, Kirovabad 
1973. : 

(d2) 9 Dbd2 &e7 10 0-0 0-0 
11 Hel d6 12 2b3 Ad7 13 Ac4 


gave White a pleasant edge in 
Kuksov—Baburin, RSFSR Ch 
1986, but Black should stir up 
trouble with 9... 2b4, e.g. 10 0-0 
&xd2 11 Axd2 whd4. 

(d3) 9 &xa6 2b4+!? (9 ... 
&)xa6 10 0-0 ge7 with ... Aab4 
and ... £5 to follow, is also fine.) 
10 gd2 2xd2+ 11 Abxd2 Bxab 
12 0-0 Ac6 13 a3 0-0 14 He4 f5 
15 ef gf! (15... Axf6 16 Axf6+ 
Wxf6 17 d5) 16 Wd2 We8 17 Ac3 
@ce7 18 Axd5 @xd5 gave Black 
good play and a clear structural 
superiority in Gonzales Mestres— 
Marovic, Spain 1977. 

rere 5, be 

7... d6?! 8 cd cd 9 D3 2b7 
10 0-O @d7 11 &g5 &e7 12 
&d2 de 13 de $f8 14 Ac3 hS5 15 
We3 h4 16 We4 h3 17 &xd5 gave 
White a very useful advantage in 
Wolff-Hennigan, Oakham 1986. 


8 &2xd5 ed 

9 25 Re7 
10 &xe7 wWxe7 
11 Wxg7 wf8 
12 wf6 cd 


Black could well try 12... 2g8, 
which looks rather promising. 
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13. Be2 wb4+ 
14. Abc3 £28 
IS a3 Wxb2 
16 bl Wxa3 
17 @xd5 Wa5S5+ 
18 Hec3 Ac6 
19 &b5 Wal+ 
20 Abi a6 

21 Axc7+ f8 
22 Wwd6+ “AeT 
23. «®d5 ab 

24 Wxe7+ &g7 


White now has a draw by per- 
petual check, but rejects this possi- 
bility. This allows Black a power- 
ful regrouping, culminating in a 
devastating counter-attack: 25 
0-0 Ba6 26 Af6 Be6 27 HhS+ 
@h8 28 Wxf7 Wa8! 29 g3 2a6 
30 Wxd7 We8 31 WdS 2b7 32 
Wxb7 WxhS 33 f4 We2 34 Hf2 
wdi+ 35 Bfl wd3 36 Wg2 We3+ 
37 Shi Bh6 38 Bgl Bh4! 0-1. 


Shirazi—Alburt 
US Ch (Berkeley) 1984 


1 e4 Af6 2 eS Ad5 3 c4 AdS 4 c5 
Ad5 
5 2c4 c6 
6 We2 
6 d4 b6 is very adequate for 
Black, whilst 6 Ac3 is considered 
under 5 Ac3 c6 6 &c4. 
6 Fa. e6 
Two other moves have been 
tried. 
(a) 6... Wa5 is rather greedy: 
(al) 7 Bc3 Wxce5 8 De4 Was 9 
wf3 e6 (9... d6!?) 10 Ah3 Dbé 11 
@Ahgs5 Axc4 12 wWxf7+ Hd8 13 
0-0 WxeS gave White a powerful 
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initiative for the material in 
Jackle—Jiirgensen, Hamburg 1986. 

(a2) 7 Af3 wxc5 (7... 6 8 0-0 
&xc5 9 d4 ge7 10 2g5 wd8 11 
&xe7 Wxe7 12 Abd? f5 13 ef gf 
14 Baci 0-0 15 &xd5 cd 16 Ah4 
&\c6 is probably a better way to 
capture the pawn, though also 
gave White good compensation 
in Gurgenidze—Breitman, USSR 
1968.) 8 d4 wb4+ 9 Abd2 d6 10 
0-0 2g4 11 h3 &xf3 12 Axf3 e6 
was Makarychev—Alburt, Ash- 
khabad 1978; now 13 2d2! Wb6 
14 Dg5 de 15 Axe6! fe 16 Wxe5 
would have been promising for 
White. 

(b) 6... b6 7 DAc3 Axc3 (Safer 
is 7... be 8 Axd5 cd 9 2xd5 Ac6 
10 Af3+) 8 dc be 9 Af3 e6 10 AgS 
{5 (10... f6 11 Ae4) 11 2f4 2e7 
and White put his development 
advantage to immediate use in 
Shirazi—Alburt, Lone Pine 1981: 
12 h4 WaS5 13 g4! h6 14 @xeé! de 
15 gf. White has too many avenues 
to the black king; the game con- 
cluded 15... hS 16 Kgl @f8 17 
fe 2a6 18 &g5 gxgS5 19 Exgs 
We7 (19 ... &xc4 20 wf3+) 20 
0-0-0 &xc4 21 Wxc4 de 22 
wd3 1-0 (22... Bh6 23 &xg7!). 


7 d4 b6 
8 cb ab 
9 4&f3 (20) 


Soltis—Alburt, New York Open 
1988 continued with the unnatural 
9 Ah3. This move avoids obstruct- 
ing the queen and the f-pawn, but 
as would be expected, Black has 
an effective counter. 9 ... £a6 10 


2xa6 2b4+! (10 ... Bxa6 11 
0-0, meeting 11 ... %e7?! with 
12 wg4 0-0? 13 £h6, illustrates 
White’s ideas. The zwischenzug 
frustrates this.) 11 gd2 (11 @d2 
Xxa6 Alburt) 11... Axa6 12 0-0 
0-0 13 Ac3 Dac7 14 De4 Rxd2 
15 wxd2 f5! 16 Ad6 BDe8! gave 
White little compensation for his 
structural inferiority. Black went 
on to win an interesting and the- 
matic ending: 17 Axe8 Bxe8 18 
a4 We7 19 Hfcl Za7 20 b3 Hea8 
21 Babli h6 22 f3 a5 23 @f2 
Wb4 24 Wxb4 Axb4 25 Bc4 Ad5 
26 Ad3 Sf7 27 Hc2 Se7 28 Hf2 
Eb8 29 Hal Ha7 30 de2 g5 31 
Sd2 f4 32 Bca2 Ae3 33 $c3 
Ha5 34 g3?! (The start of a plan 
which gives White too many weak- 
nesses. Alburt recommends 34 
b4+) 34... Bf8 35 gf? Hd5+ 36 
@d2 Axf4 37 Axf4 Bxf4d—+ 38 
b4 Bxd4+! 39 $c3 Bad5 40 a5 
Hd3+ 41 #c2 Exf3 42 a6 Bf8 
43 Rel Ba8 44 Sc3 Ba7 45 Be3 
hS 46 h3 &d8 47 Sb3 &c7 48 
&c2 bS 0-1. , 
A suggestion of Hort’s is 9 Ac3 
&a6 (9... 2b4!9) 10 2xa6 Dxab 


11 Axd5 ed 12 Ah3 but his assess- 
ment + (presumably based on 12 
... 27 13 Wg4) seems dubious 
on account of 12... Wh4 or 12... 
&b4+ 13 2d2 wh4. Instead 12 
@®f3 Re7 intending ... 0-0, ... 
c7—e6 and maybe ... f5 gives 
Black reasonable play. 
seek Re7 

9... £a6 is liable to transpose. 
A couple of independent options: 

(a) An attempt to keep Black’s 
queenside bottled up is 10 b3!? 
&e7 (10... &b4+ is met not by 
11 Dbd2? Dc3 12 Wd3 xc4 13 
wxe4 EHxa2 14 Wxb4? 4d5!, but 
11 &d2 &xd2+ 12 Wxd2.) 11 
0-0 0-0 12 Abd2?! and now 12 
... &xc4 is fine for Black since 13 
bc?! loses a pawn to 13... Hxa2!? 
14 cd Bxal 15 d6 2g5 16 Axgs 
Wxg5 17 A®b3 Excl or 13... Ac3 
14 We3 ®xa2, though neither of 
these lines is utterly clear. Instead 
Dannevig— Burgess, Gausdal Peer 
Gynt 1990 continued 12... £5?! 13 
ef Axf6 14 Hel Ph8 15 DeSt+ 
We8 16 a4 Wh5 17 Wd3?? bS!—+ 
18 ab cb 19 @xd7 be 20 Axf6 
&xf6 21 We4 2b7 0-1. 

(b) 10 0-0 2e7 11 Bc3 Axc3 
(11 ... O-O 12 &xa6 Axa6 13 
“xd5 ed followed by ... Ac7—-e6 
is OK.) 12 be &xc4 13 Wxc4 bS5 
14 Wd3 Ba4 (14... Dab 15 a4) 15 
4)d2 d5?! (15 ... a6 aiming for 
d5.) 16 ed Wxd6 17 Hel+ d7?! 
18 De4 Wd5S 19 Wg3 gave Black 
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grave difficulties in Maier—Rihrig, 
W. German Ch (Bad Neuenahr) 
1987. 
10 0-0 
10 Abd2 £a6 11 2xa6 Axa6 
12 De4 f5 13 ef Axf6 14 Axf6+ 
&xf6 15 &f4 0-0 was fine for 
Black in Shabalov-Schmidt, Riga 
1983. 
ene 0-0 
11 Abd2 2a6 
Alburt considers the game to be 
level. Note that 12 b3?! transposes 
to Dannevig—Burgess above (12 


. &xc4!), 
12 He4 axed 
13. Wxe4 {5 
14 ef ef 
15 2h6 Rf7 
16 a3 &hs 
17) &c3 b5 
18 wd3 Ab6 
19 Hael we8 
20 385?! 

Black has a clear structural 


superiority, but this attempt to 
solve White’s problems ends up 
highlighting them, thanks to a few 
tactical nuances: 20 ... Axd5 21 
@xd5 cd 22 We3 b4! 23 ab Ac6 
24 bS 2b4 25 We3 De7 26 Hal 
ALS 27 Wb3 2d6 28 Exa8 Wxa8 
29 2d2 2c5 30 Wce3 &b6 31 
Re3 Axe3 32 fe Sg8 33 Ad4 f5 
34 Bf3 f4! 35 Sf1 Wal+ 36 Ye2 
2a5 37 Db3 Wel 38 Wc8+ EBF8 
39 Wxd7 Wel+ 0-1. 


4 Unusual Fourth Moves for 


White 


The moves in this chapter are 
not White’s most critical tries for 
advantage, but are very far from 
feeble. 

4 f4 is a related idea to the Four 
Pawns. White hopes to profit by 
holding back the c-pawn, but the 
possibility of answering a sub- 
sequent c4 with ... Ab4 gives 
Black some useful extra options. 

4 Ze2 is surprisingly promis- 
ing. It is quite possible that 4 
... de is not quite sufficient for 
equality, so 4... g6 may be prefer- 
able. 

4 2c4 was popular in the 1970s. 
It is still a sharp move, but Black 
has a number of reliable methods. 


Kupreichik—Kengis 
Podolsk 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 DAd5 3 d4 d6 (2/) 
4 f4 

Very rarely seen but of historical 
interest is 4 &g5. This rather 
peculiar move has the merits of 
pinning the e-pawn, aiming at the 
black king and avoiding a pin with 
... &g4. A good illustration of 


these ideas was Shofman—Gavri- 
kov, Moldavia 1974: 4... h6 5 
Rh4 de 6 de c6 7 DAd2 AfS 8 
Ab3 wh6é (8 ... Ab4 9 Wxd8+ 
@xd8 10 0-0-0+ 4d7 11 4d4) 
9 Af3 e6 10 Re2 (10 Abd4? 
Sb4+ 11 c3 Sxc3!) 10 ... a5?! 
(10... Ad7) 11 0-0 Ad7 12 Abd4 
&g6 13 2d3 RhS? 14 Dxe6! fe 
15 Ad4! 2f7 (15... A7f6 16 wd2) 
16 @xe6! DxeS (16 ... Bxe6 17 
2g6+ &f7 18 WhS AxeS 19 
WxeS5+ e7 20 Wxg7) 17 Hel 
2d6 (17 ... Rxe6 18 Mxe5 Sd7 
19 Bxe6 Sxe6 20 We4+ with a 
king hunt.) 18 @Axg7+ gd7 19 
ATS weS 20 Axd6 Wxd6 21 223 


Hae8 22 c4 Db4 23 2f54+ Sc7 
24 Wxd6+ &xd6 25 Badil+ Ad5 
26 cd &xd5 27 Rg6 Zeb 28 Bxe5 
Exe5 29 Hel 1-0. 
Steiner—Alekhine, Budapest 
1921, the first outing of the then 
new opening, saw a more success- 
ful approach: 4... de 5 de Ac6 6 
Rb5 (6 Df3 2g4 7 2b5 h6 8 
&d2 e6 9 0-0 Ade7 10 h3 £h5 11 
Hel a6 12 ge2 Wd7= Lutikov— 
Kopylov, corres. 1968) 6... @f5 
7 D3 Ddb4! 8 Da3 Wxdl+ 9 
Exd!l @xc2+ 10 Axc2 Rxc2 11 
Ecl ge4 12 Dd4 (12 e6 f6) 12... 
2xg2 13 Egi 0-0-0! 14 Axc6 
&xc6 15 2xc6 be 16 Bxc6 Bd5 
17 £f4 e6 18 Se2 BcS! (The 
only way to retain winning 
chances.) 19 b4! gxb4 20 Bxg7 
£d7 21 2e3 a5! (Black must play 
very accurately to limit the activity 
of the white rooks.) 22 Bc4 h5 23 
Hh4 £c3! 24 gS Bd5 25 f4 fo! 
and Black went on to win. 
Ge 255 de 
After 4 ... g6, White should 
transpose to the Four Pawns with 
5 c4!, since 5 d3?! Ab4 is pleas- 
ant for Black. 
The main alternative to the text 
is 4... 2f5. Then 5 2d37! gxd3 6 
wxd3 de gives White some tactical 
problems: 7 Wb5+ (7 fe — see 4 
...de 5 de 2f5 6 2d3? below.) 7 
... Ac68 de Adb4! 9 Aa3 a6 10 We2 
e6 11 2e3 Ad4 12 Wed FS 13 
&f2 wd5! 14 wxd5 }xd5 15 He2 
Dfe3F Mnatsakanian—Mikenas, 
‘Tallinn 1968. The attempt to 
transpose to a Four Pawns, 5 c4, 
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can be met by 5... Ab4!? 6 Wa4+ 
“8c6 7 d5?! Ac2+, eg. 8 $f2 (8 
@e2? bS!; 8 Sd2 Dxal 9 Da3 
de) 8... Axal 9 a3 (9 de? bS5!) 9 
... Ac2 10 de bS 11 }xbS5 de. Thus 
White normally continues 5 Af3 
e6 6 2d3 2xd3 7 Wxd3 c5 8 
c3 (8 dc Wa5+ 9 @d2 WxcS= 
Bokhosian—Orev, Pernik 1975) 8 
... cd 9 cd when Black can choose 
between 9... Wa5+ 10 Ac3 Axc3 
11 be Wa6= 12 Wxa6 Axa6 13 
2a3 d5 14 Qxf8 Bxf8 15 $d2 
A@b8 16 £5 Ac6 17 fe fe 18 Ags 
@e7 19 @Axh7 HS Nun—Alburt, 
Decin 1976 and 9... Ac6 10 Ac3?! 
Ddb4 11 wed de+ Sznapik— 
Maciejewski, Lodz 1975. 
5 fe 

Rather illogical is 5 de?! 2f5 6 
c4 Ab4 7 Wxd8+ Yxd8 8 Da3 
e6+. 

>) oe c5!? 

This is the most consistent con- 
tinuation: Black exchanged on e5 
to weaken White’s pawns, not just 
to open the f-file for White’s rooks! 

(a) 5 ... Ac6 invites transpo- 
sition to a Four Pawns with 6 
c4 |b6, though White has good 
alternatives: 

(al) 6 Af3 Rg4 7 Re2 e6 8 
0-0 £e7 9 c3 0-0 10 Hel!? Rxe2 
(10... @£57! 11 2d3!) 11 Wxe2 
wd7 12 @d2 f6! 13 ef Axfo 14 
@d3+ Zapata—Kovacevic, Zenica 
1986. 

(a2) 6 c3 2f5 7 Af3! (7 2d3 
&xd3 8 wxd3 f6! 9 Af3 fe 10 de 
&b6!+ Nun—C. Chandler, corres. 
1986) 7... e6 8 2d3 &xd3 9 
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Wxd3 wd7 (9 ... 2e7 10 0-0 
0-0 11 Abd2 Wd7 12 Hed f6) 10 
0-0 0-0-0 11 b4! f6 12 bS! Bad 
13 Dbd2 c5 14 c4 Af4 15 Wed 
Ag6 16 &b2 was pleasant for 
White in Vitolins—-Kengis, Riga 
1978. 

(b) 5 ... &f5!? retains the 

option of ... c5. 

(b1) 6 2d3? 2xd3 7 Wxd3 Ab4 
8 we4 wxd4 9 Wxb7 @xc2+!? (9 
... Wd5=) 10 Se2 Wc4+! 11 Sd 
(11 @f2 Wa6; 11 d2 wb4+) 11 
... Wd3+ 12 Dd2 He3+ 13 gel 
wd5 14 Wc8+ Wd8 15 Wb7 c6F. 

(b2) 6 AF3 e6 7 2d3 (7 c3 c5 8 
&b5+ Ac6 9 2g5 Wbh6 10 Wad 
a6 Meijer—Diepstraten, Baahn 
1980; 7 a3 Db6!? 8 b4?! a5 9 bS 
c5 10 be be 11 2e3 Se7 12 c4 
0-0 13 Ac3 A8d7 14 2d3? Bxd3 
15 Wxd3 4c5 16 We2 @b3 17 Hb1 
a4 18 cS @d5 19 Axa4? waS+ 
0-1 Formanek—Dunning, Las 
Vegas 1973.) 7... &2xd3 8 Wxd3 
c5 9 0-0 h6é! 10 Sh1 Acé6 11 c4?! 
Adb4 12 We4 Axd4 13 Axd4 cd 
14 Wxb7 2e7 15 Wed Ec8 was 
good for Black in Lazaridis— 
Hansen, Groningen 1982. 

6 Af3 

Three other moves have been 
seen: 

6 c4? is an attempt to transpose 
to the Four Pawns, Argunov Vari- 
ation. However, instead of 6 ... 
Ab6, Black has 6... Ab4!F when 
White is struggling to survive. 7 
d5 (7 a3 4c6) 7... &f5 8 Da3 
e6 (Threatens 9... Wh4+)9 wa4+ 
Wd7 10 Wxd7+ @xd7 11 Af3 (11 


de AxeS 12 ef+ Sxf7 13 Af3 
&xf3+ 14 gf g6! Tal) 11... ed 12 
cd Axd5 13 &c4 A7b6 14 2b5+ 
$d7 15 0-0 &xb5 16 Axb5 a6 
17 Dc3! h6! 18 DAe4 e7 19 b3 
0-0 20 2a3 Ab4 21 Rxb4 cb 22 
Radi Bad8 23 Ad6 Bd7 24 Bd4 
4c8!! enabled Black to consoli- 
date the extra pawn in Zapata— 
Tal, Subotica IZ 1987. 

6 c3 Ac6 7 Af3 Rg4 8 Re2 e6 
9 0-0 &e7 10 Shi 0-0 11 h3 
&xf3 12 &xf3 Bc8 13 a3 was 
insufficiently active to give White 
any advantage in Nun—Ambroz, 
Czechoslovakia 1987. 

6 2b5+ 2d7 7 &xd7+ Wxd7 
8 Af3 cd 9 Wxd4 e6 (9... Ac6) 10 
0-0 hé. Provided White’s pressure 
on the f-file comes to nothing, the 
weakness of e5 will become the 
crux of the position, so Black cuts 
out gS. After 11 a3, Bagirov 
prefers the natural) 11 ... Ac6 to 
11... Wc6 12 Wd3 Ad7 13 c4 
D5b6 14 Abd? a5 (14... AxeS5 is 
risky.) 15 b3 2e7 16 &2b2 Ac5 
17 We2 0-0 18 @d4 when Black 
was under a little pressure in Vito- 
lins—Bagirov, Frunze 1979. 


Gros. cd 
7 Wwxd4 Ac6 
8 2b5 


8 We4?! e6 9 c4 2b4+ is rather 
disruptive. At first sight the text 
hardly looks playable, but there 
lurks a subtle tactical point. 

ee Wa5+ 2 

Kengis proposes 8 ... &f5 and 

... €6 as a route to equality. 
9 Ac3 “xe3 


10 &xc6+ be 
11 3 =2d2! (22) 


This is the move which makes 
sense of White’s play; it would 
now be very easy for Black’s lack 
of development to become acute. 


Lbeeis #b5!? 
12 &xe5 Axd4 
13. Axd4 e6! 

14. 0-0-0 


After 14 ®xc6, the black bishops 
spring into action: 14... 2b7 15 
®d4 2c5!? 16 Af3 0-0 17 0-0-0 
&d5 and ... f6 will break open 
the position. 


Lae es &d7 
15 2d3! c5 
16 hdl ad! 


16 ...°cd 17 Bxd4-Hc6 18 
Bd8+ Bxd8 19 Bxd8+ Ye7 20 
Hc8 ge8 21 Bc7+ 2d7 22 


Zxa7+ (Kengis) _ highlights 
Black’s need to develop. 

17 a3 2d7 

18 }f3 26 

19 ¢4 2e7 


20 &c7 g5! 
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21 = =2d6 24 
22 =&xe7 

White did not have to hurry 
with this exchange. 

Oe @xe7 
23. Hel a5! 

Kengis now assessed the posi- 
tion as unclear, though Black has 
rather the more weaknesses to 
defend: 24 Bd6 Hhc8 25 Bg3 h5 
26 Ad3 Ec7 27 Af4 Begs 28 h4 
Eh8 29 &b3 2d7 30 g3 a4 31 
Ebb6 Ba7 32 Sc2 Bc7 33 $c3 
Ba7 34 Ba6 Bb7 35 Hdb6 c7 
36 BaS Bh7 37 Ba8 2c6 38 Ags 
Se4 39 Bbbs &c6 40 Begs ged. 

Presumably in some time 
trouble, Black’s position has 
become very disorganised. The 
remainder is largely a technical 
task, as White chooses how to 
pick off the pawns. 

41 Egg8 2c6 42 $d2 Bd7+ 
43 Se3 Hd4 44 Bbc8 BHe4+ 45 
éd3 Bd4+ 46 &c3 2d7 47 
Bxc5S Hdl 48 Bc7 f6 49 ef+ Sxfo 
50 Bg6+ of5 51 BcS+ ded 52 
@xhS5 $f3 53 D6 Bh8 54 Axg4 
Hb8 55 b4 ab 56 ab Ebi 57 od4 
BZdl+ 58 eS Exb3 59 &f6 
$g2 60 HeS ogi 61 He3 Bfl+ 
62 ge7 Hb7 63 DeS ga4+ 64 
&xe6 &c2 65 Hg5 Bf8 66 Be2 
&h7 67 Had Be8+ 68 od5 
Hd8+ 69 &cS Bc8+ 70 od4 
2b3 71 Ba7 Bd8+ 72 Sc5 ged 
73 Bd7 Ba8 74 od4 gbl 75 h5 
$g2 76 g4 Bb2 77 Hge7 Ke2 78 
Bge7 Hg8 79 h6 Bg5 80 Bd5 
Bxg4 81 Axg4 Bxe7 82 Af6 Af7 
83 Bd6 1-0. 
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Kupreichik—Palatnik 
Kislovodsk 1982 


1 e4 D6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 
4 ge2 


Behind this unassuming little 
move, a favourite of Romanishin 
and Kupreichik, lie a number 
of cunning ideas. Firstly, White 
keeps open the option of playing 
f4, while preventing ... &g4 for 
the time being. Against Black’s 
most natural system of develop- 
ment, as in our main game here, 
White has the c3, Wa4 deployment 
which poses some unusual prob- 
lems. At any rate, 4 %e2 has 
scored very well in practice, so is 
well worth investigating in some 
depth. 

A nine de 

The main alternative is 4... 
g6, inviting transposition to the 
Exchange Variation, with 5 c4 
“)b6 6 ed. Instead: 

(a) 54 DAbé 6 f4 de 7 fe c5 8 d5 
(8 dc Wxd1+ 9 gxdl a4) 8... 
&g7 is a line of the Four Pawns 
in which e2 is a little inappro- 
priate, e.g. 9 2f4 0-0 10 Bc3 e6. 

(b) 5 f4 (23) gives Black an 
interesting choice. 

(b1) 5... 2&7 6 DAf3 0-0 7 
0-0 de 8 fe c5 9 c4 Ab6 (9 ... 
“b4?! 10 d5 2f5 11 Hc3 Bd7 12 
Rf4 2g4 13 a3 Dao 14 Dgs! 
Romanishin—Konopka, Erevan 
1986) 10 dS e6!? (10... &g4? 11 
Ags #f5 12 BxfS! gf 13 e6+ 
Andonov—Kuczynski, Camaguey 
1987) 11 c3 ed 12 cd 2g4 (SDO) 


and White’s centre is under press- 
ure. 

(b2) 5... c5!? aims to leave the 
f4 pawn to obstruct the white 
forces. 6 AF3 2g7 7 c4 DAb4 8 d5 
&f5 9 0-0 4d7 10 a3 Daé6 11 ed 
ed 12 2d3 224 13 Wel+ @f8 
14 4c3 Ac7 15 DgS hé 16 Age4 
2f5 17 2d2 Ao 18 D2 wd7 19 
Wb1 bS5 gave Black counterplay in 
Kupreichik—Kengis, Minsk 1985. 

(b3) 5... &h6!? is a remarkable 
idea. Bishops overshooting a 
queen’s fianchetto have become 
a common sight, but the mirror 
image is very rare. In any case, 
White was confused in Pirttimaki— 
Chekhov, Lvov 1983: 6 &f3 de 7 
c4?? (7 fe He3) 7... Axf4! 8 Da3 
(8 g3 Dd3+) 8... R79 g3 Deb 
0-1. 

5 de “cb 

Romanishin—Bagirov, Jurmala 
1987 featured a safe plan for Black: 
5... &f5 6 c3 c6! 7 Af3 e6 8 
0-0 Ad7 9 Abd2 47b6 10 Ad4 
&g6 11 D2f3 Re7 12 c4 Ac7 13. 
&e3 0-0 14 Wel c5 15 Ac2 Dab 
16 Hdl Wb8 17 Deel Bd8 18 Dd3 
Wce7 19 a3 Ed7 20 Wc3 Had8 with 


roughly level chances and a tough 
battle in prospect. White can also 
sacrifice the c-pawn for some com- 
pensation: 6 Af3 Ab4 7 Wxd8+ 
Sxd8 8 Da3 Axc2+ 9 Axc?2 
&xc2 10 0-0 e6 11 225+ as in 
Klundt—Kindl, Bundesliga 1985. 
6 Af3 aga 

A logical alternative is 6 ... 
Adb4 7 Wxd8+ Axd8 8 Da3 2g4 
9 0-0 He6 10 2d2 Ac6 11 Ac4 
0-0-0 12 2e3 g6 13 c3 2g7 14 
fel when White’s advantage was 
of a marginal nature in Tal—Fer- 
nandez, Seville 1987. 

7, €3 

7 h3 is a rather less subtle way 
of encouraging the exchange on 
f3. 7... &xf3 8 &xf3 e6 9 0-0 
&c5 10 c3 Dxe5 11 c4 (The pin 
is harmless after 11 @xd5? Wxd5 
12 Wxd5 ed 13 Bel f6) 11... Ab4 
12 @xb7 Wxdl 13 Bxd1 2b8 14 
Re4 f5 15 a3 fe 16 ab Bxb4 17 
BaS Bxc4 18 Ad2 0-0! 19 Axed! 
Hd4 20 ffl Bxe421 Bxc5 Ad3= 
Romanishin—Palatnik, Kislo- 
vodsk 1982. 

7 Dg5 is comfortably met by 7 
... &xe2 8 Wxe2 h6 9 Af3 e6 10 
0-0 g5 11 Hdl We7 Nevednichy— 
Nosenko, USSR 1985. 

The main alternative to the text 
is the natural 7 0-0 e6. Best now 
seems to be 8 c3, but there are 
alternatives. 

(a) 8 Bel 2e7 9 a3 (9 Abd2?! 
@f4! gives White nothing better 
than 10 2b5 0-0 11 &xc6 be+ 
since 10 2f1?! Dd4 11 c3 Dh3+! 
is disaster, as analysed by Euwe.) 
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9... 0-0 10 2d2 Wd7 11 &c3 
Bad8 12 Axd5 Wxd5= Jackson— 
Ady, London 1985. 

(b) 8 c4 (Perenyi) 8 ... Ab6 9 
Abd2 Re7 10 h3 Sxf3 11 Axf3 
0-0= SDO. 

(c) 8 Dbd2 Af. 

(d) 8 c3! 2e7 9 wa4. The cun- 
ning point of White’s move order 
is that the e7 square is unavailable 
to the black knights. 9 ... @xf3 
10 g@xf3 0-O 11 Hel (11 we4 
2g5 12 Ha3 &xcl 13 Baxcl 
W25 equalised in Chiburdanidze— 
Stadler, Belgrade 1979.) 11 ... 
2g5 12 Ad2 Hb8 (12... Abé6) 13 
Afl bS 14 Wg4 excl 15 Haxcl 
Ace7 16 Ag3 Ag6 17 wd4 Abé6 
18 b3 We7 19 Wb4! c5 20 Wxb5 
@bd7 21 We2 AgxeS5 22 ged. 
Black has removed the eS pawn, 
but in return for some structural 
weaknesses. Now 22... Wh4 looks 
best, but Romanishin—Palatnik, 
Kherson 1989 continued 22... £5?! 
23 £4! fe 24 fe AxeS 25 Wxe4 and 
White won a pawn. 

des e6 

After 7... wd7 8 0-0 (8 h3 
&2xf3 9 gxf3 0-0-0 10 We2) 8 
... 0-0-0 9 Hel Black has tried 
two moves: 

(a) Oe... e6 10 "605 Bed 11 
“@bd2 and now 11... a6? allowed 
12 Wa4 @h5 (12 ... Axc3 13 be 
&xf3 14 Axf3 ab 15 WxbS gives 
White a powerful initiative) 13 
&xc6 seriously weakening 
Black’s pawn structure in Klundt— 
D. Werner, Bundesliga 1983. 
Instead 11 ... &xf3 12 Axf3 a6 
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is fairly reasonable for Black. 

(b) 9... W£5!? equalised comfor- 
tably in Nonnenmacher—Behr- 
horst, Bundesliga 1985: 10 Dh4 
&xe2 11 Wxe2 Wd7 12 Ha3 6 
13 Dc2 h6 14 Df3 &c5. 

7... Db6 was played in Roman- 
ishin—Agzamov, Frunze 1985, but 
White maintained some advan- 
tage with 8 Abd2 e6 9 0-0 Re7 
10 a4 a5 11 Bel 0-0 12 Wb3 wd5 
13 wbS5! Hfd8 14 Dfl We4 15 ge3 
2d5 16 Wb3 since on 16... Axe5 
there followed 17 &xb6 &xf3 18 
Ag3 wg6 19 2xc7 winning a 
pawn. 

8 Wad 

8 0-0!? is considered under 7 
0-0 e6 8 c3 above. 

a oe 2xf3 

A point of White’s last two 
moves is to force this exchange, 
since 8 ... 2hS? 9 2b5 is clearly 
miserable for Black. 

9 ais wd7 
10 Wed “de7 

Instead 10 ... g6 11 2d1 227 
12 f4 gives White a comfortable, 
though small, advantage. Rather 
more assertive is Bagirov’s 10... 
g5!? which prevents White sup- 
porting eS, though Black will have 
to pursue the initiative with great 
vigour to justify such a structural 


weakening. 
11 afd Ag6 
12 Ad2 


Preserving the {4 bishop from 
the exchange would lose time and 
be illogical, as it is not an 
especially good piece. 


WZ. awe 0-0-0 
13. 0-0-0 wd3 
14. Wad! wf5? 


Rather surprisingly, this move 
appears to lose by force. Since 14 
... Wa6?! 15 Wxa6 ba 16 2g5 
Se7 17 &xe7 DAgxe7 18 Ac4 is 
just a different variety of agony, 
the startling counterattacking shot 
14... 2a3! (24) was necessary. 


Kupreichik then analysed 15 4c4 
Wxce3+ 16 bl Wb4 17 &xc6 be 
18 Wxc6 Axf4 19 Wa8+ Wb8!-—a 
classic example that connecting 
one’s rooks is sometimes of more 
than just aesthetic value. 

15 @xeé Axf4 

15 ... Wxf4 16 Wxa7 be 17 g3! 
Wh6 18 f4! leaves the black king 
terminally stranded. 

16 ged! 

Much stronger than 16 De4?! 
&d5!, as White is now targeting 
both the king and the queen, e.g. 
16... He2+ 17 Sc2 wxf2 fails to 
18 Bhfl We5 (18 ... We3 19 Bf3) | 
19 Ab3. 

Gi Fe 
17 &f3! 


Wxe5 
wf6 


18 Exd8+ WwWrxd8 
19 eS! 
With a choice of tempting 
options, Kupreichik simply 


creates far more threats than Black 
can defend. 
ae aes 
20 =dl Ad5 

20... Wg5 21 2xb7+ Sb8 22 
@®d7+ &xb7 23 wb5+ mates or 
wins a queen. 

21) 9 =gxd5 1-0 

In view of 21 ... ed 22 Wg4+ 

@b8 23 Ad7+. 


Avshalumov—Agzamoy 
USSR Ch (Sevastopol) 1986 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 
4 xc4 

White aims to compromise 
Black’s development by means of 
threats to f7. 

A. Ab6 

4...c6 5 We2 (5 Af3 224 6 h3 
&xf3 7 Wxf3 de 8 de e6 transposes 
to a line of the Panov Variation.) 
Bre. dé (S20. 266-h3 Qe7 PHs3 
is considered under 4 }f3 g6 5 
&c4 c6) 6 de 2f5 (6 ... g6 fails 
to equalise: 7 h3 227 8 @f3 0-0 
9 0-0 Wc7 10 Hel a5 11 a4 Dabé 
12 Abd2 Abb 13 2xa6! Axab 14 
c4+ Matulovic—Kovaéevic, Krk 
1976 or 7 &d2 2g7 8 Dc3 We7 
9 Df3 Axc3 10 &xc3 0-0 11 
0O-Ot b5 12 £2b3 cS 13 ad5 
&b7 14 2xb7 Wxb7 15 e6 &xc3 
16 be Hc6 17 Habl Habs 18 a4 
a6 19 h4 f6 20 hS+ Kuchukhidze— 
Minasian, USSR 1990.) 7 @f3 (7 
h3!?) 7... e6 8 0-0 £24 (8 ... 
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@d7 9 h3 £e7 10 a3 0-0 11 ga? 
We7 12 c4 ASb6 13 Hc3 should 
offer White some advantage, 
though 13... Ac5 14 Hdl Bfd8 
keeps it to a minimum.) 9 ®bd2 
®d7 10 &b3 (10 a3!? prepares a 
more comfortable retreat square 
for the bishop.) 10... Hc5! 11 Ae4 
@xe4 12 Wxe4 2xf3 13 wxf3 wWe7 
14 Hel De7! 15 gg5! (15 £47! 
Ag6 16 2g3 h5!) 15... Ag6 16 
Zad! was Mestel—Popov, Malta 
ol 1980. Popov gives 16... &c5! 
17 Wg3 0-0 18 h4 4e7 19 h5 AfS 
20 Wg4 h6 21 gf4 Bad8 22 c3 
Bxd! 23 Exdl Bd8 24 Bxd8+ 
Wxd8 25 %c2 Wd7 as Black’s 
clearest route to equality. 
5 2b3 

5 e6? &xc4 6 ef+ is just reckless. 
It is far from clear that White has 
adequate play after 6... d7, but 
the simplest answer is 6... &xf7 
7 Wf3+ Se8 8 WhS+ 269 wb5+ 
Wd7 10 Wxc4 Wg4! when White 
can hardly hope to survive, e.g. 11 
wd5 e6. 

5. ins de 

If undisturbed, White will con- 
tinue with We2, ®f3, 0-0 and 
maybe c3, whilst closing the centre 
gives White a pleasant space 
advantage: 5... d5 6 De2 (6 Af3 
224, considered under 3 “f3 d6 
4 2c4 DAb6 5 2b3 d5 6 d4 2g4, 
allows Black good play; 6 a4 e6 7 
AL3 c5 8 c3 DAc6 9 0-0 cd 10 cd 
Re7 11 Hc3 Ab4 12 We2 a6 13 
R14 2d7 14 Ad! Ac8 15 Ad2 
h5 16 Af3 Aa7 17 Wd2 Aac6 18 
&g5 {600 Hickl—Bischoff, Dort- 
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mund 1987.) 6... a5 (6 ... €6 
intending 7 ... c5.) 7 c3 &f5 8 a4 
e6 9 0-0 c5 10 dc &xc5 11 Ad4+ 
Tal-Spiridonov, Sochi 1973. 

After 5... g6, White need not 
transpose to 4 Af3 g6 5 ac4 
Ab6 6 2b3: Yudovich—Bezrikov, 
USSR 1983 continued 6 wf3 dS 7 
Ac3 c6 8 h4 h5 9 Ah3 #g4 10 
Wg3 2xh3 11 Bxh3 Wd7 12 2e3 
we4 13 Wh2t. 

A move very much in the pro- 
vocative spirit of the opening is 5 
-»» Dc6!? 6 e6 (6 Af3 de 7 d5!? can 
be met by 7... e4!? or 7... Ba5 
8 c4 Axb3; 6 ed cd 7 Af3 d5=) 6 
.»- fe 7 DF3 e5!? (25) (For 7... 26 
see 4 Df3 g65 2c4 Ab6 6 2b3 
“\c6 7 6 fe.) is a position thor- 
oughly analysed by Kovacevic¢ and 
by Olafsson: 


(a) 8 AgS c6 9 Rxe6 (9 Axe6? 
&xe6; 9 de d5!) 9 ... Bxe6 10 
Axe6 We7 11 dS (11 Axf8? ed+) 
11... Ad4! 12 85 wi7F. 

(b) 8 d5 AaS5 (8... Ad4) 9 Ags 
@xb3 10 ab (10 wf3? Ad4— +) 10 
... Wd7 11 0-0 (11 De6? Axd5 12 
Axf8 we6!—+; 11 ge3 we4F) 


11 .... WES 12 f4 (12 He3 b6 13 
& ge4 e600) 12... ef 13 Bxf4 wxd5 
14 We2 eS 15 Dc3 Webco. 

(c) 8 de d5! 9 Ac3 (9 Re3 e6 10 
0-0 #a5 11 Dbd2 @e7 12 3 
@xb3 13 ab c5 14 BaS Ad7 15 
a4 0-016 Bg4 $h8 17 Bel af5 
18 Bf4 4-4 Matulovic—Begovac, 
Sombor 1978) 9... 2g4! 10 Axd5 
e6! 11 Axb6 Wxdl+ 12 Sxdl ab 
13 Sel &xf3 14 gf Dd4! (14 ... 
@AxeS?! 15 ge3! gd7! 16 He2 
2d6 17 Zaglt+ Parma—Kova- 
cevic, Yugoslavia 1978.) 15 &e3 
&c5 16 f4 Bf8 17 Bdi Axb3 18 
ab Ha2 19 BHbl #f5! 20 h4 g6 21 
ge2 2e7= Matulovic-Kova- 
cevic, Yugoslavia 1976. 

6 wh5 
. 6 Wf3?! e6 7 de a5 8 c3?! (8 a4 
®8d7 9 Weg3 DBcS 10 Ac3 £d7 
11 @f3 Axb3 12 ab #c6 13 0-0 
wd3 14 Bdi Wg6+ Gross- 
Biehler, St. Ingbert 1987) 8 ... a4 
9 £c2 d7! 10 Wg3 2b5 11 
2g5 wd5 12 Da3 (12 Ad2 Ac6 
13 f4 Ac4 left Black well on top 
in Gufeld—Vasiukov, Kislovodsk 
1968,)12 ... exa3 139d1 Qabe 
14 Bxd5 AxdS5F Estrin. 

Coe e6 
7 de a5 

7...€5 8 We2 2d79 Af3 2c6 

10 @bd2 (10 c3) 10 ... We7 10 
c3 (11 0-0? &xf3 Wolf—Appel, 
Miesenbach 1988) gives White the 
freer game. 

8 a4 

8 c3!? a4 9 $95 2e7 10 Hdl 
Rd7! 11 2xe6 g6 12 gxd7+ 
@8xd7 13 Bxe7 Wxe7= as 


analysed by Haag, is rather too 
forcing, while just plain bad are 8 
c3? Wd3 and 8 a3? a4 9 ga? Ac6 
10 @f3 @Ad4 11 Axd4 wxd4F 
12 We2 (12 0-O a5 Hohler-— 
Ghizdavu, Bath 1973) 12... Ba5! 
13 £4 @d5 14 c3 Wa7 (Bagirov). 
Sax Ac6 

8 ... Da6 targets the a-pawn, 
but this turns out to be rather 
poisoned: 

(a) 9 Ac3 ADAc5 10 a2!? (10 
2g5 £e7 11 Hdl 2d7 12 £63 
@xb3 13 cb 0-0 14 Df3 Wes! 15 
0-0 f5!? 16 Wxe8 2xe8 17 &xb6 
cb 18 Ad4 £h5 19 f3 &f7 led to 
a good ending for Black in Soltis— 
Fernandez Garcia, New York 
Open 1987.) 10 ... Abxa4?! (10 
... &d7 11 @f3 is Sax—Ghinda 
below.) 11 &g5 #e7 12 Bdl 
2d7 13 Axa4 g6 (13... Axad 14 
&xe6) 14 Wh6 Axa4 15 Wg7 Bf8 
16 @h6+— Axb2 17 Bd2 Wc8 
18 D3 2bS 19 Ags Ac4 20 
&xc4 2xc4 21 Axh7 2d5 22 c4 
Rb4 23 0-0 &xd2 24 Wxf8+ 
@d7 25 wWxf7+ &c6 26 cd+ 
1-0 Radosavljevic~Widermann, 
Balatonbereny 1988. 

(b) 9 Af3 Ac5 10 2 a2! presents 
Black with a choice: 

(b1) 10... Acxa4d 11 O-O Re7 
12 @c3 (12 Wg4) 12 ... Axc3 13 
be #d7?! (13... 0-0) 14 Bdi+ 
Prizant—Giulian, British Ch 1977. 

(b2) 10... Abxad 11 0-0 g6 (11 
... Re7 12 We4 g6 13 2hé!) 12 
We4 h5 (12 ... &g7 13 &e3) 13 
we4 Ab6 14 We2+ Olafsson. 

(b3) 10... 2d7 11 Ac3 Abxa4 
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(ih... REG 12 £63 he7 13. 2d) 
We8 14 DgS g6 15 Wh6 2f8 16 
Wh4+ Olafsson; 11... g6 12 Wg4 
hS 13 Wg3 £e7 14 £e3 h4 15 
wf4 BhS 16 0-0-0 ®bxa4 17 
Axa4 Axa4 18 g4+ Bryson—Oak- 
ley, corres. 1984) 12 &g5 #e7 
(12 ... Wc8!? 13 Dxa4d gxa4 14 
0—0—0c0 Adorjan) 13 Axa4 Axa4 
14 Hdl AcS (14 ... Axb2? 15 
&xe6!) 15 2e3 0-0 16 c3! We8 
(16... a4 17 Sbi!) 17 &xc5! (17 
&bi f5!) 17... &xc5 18 Ags h6 
19 Ae4 2e7 20 Af6+! gave White 
a decisive attack in Sax—Ghinda, 
Bath 1973. 
9 &f3 (26) 


ae 4\d4 
9 ... Ad7 10 225 (10 2xe6 
@®dxe5 11 AxeS Sxe6 12 Axc6 


bes), 10... Ser" Lheeaxc7 ti 
&xe6 AdxeS 12 AxeS Rxeb 13 
Sxe7 Wxe7 14 Axc6 be= Sax- 
Hazai, Hungary 1974) 11... Wxe7 
12 0-0 b6 13 @c3 2b7 14 Hfel 
0-0-0 15 Hadl h6 16 AbS5 g6 17 
we4 g5 18 c3 Wc5 19 Wg3 Bdg8? 
20 Afd4 AcxeS? 21 Axe6 fe 22 
@xe6+— Nun-—Grun, Trnava 
1984. 
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Ghizdavu’s suggestion 9 .. 
&b4+!? may be of great import- 
ance, but remains untried. 10 
@bd2 (10 c3 wd3!+; 10 2d2 
@d4f) 10 ... Ad4 11 Axd4 
&xd2+! 12 &xd2 Wxd4 leaves 
White with some weak pawns, 
while the exchanges have reduced 
White’s attacking potential. 

10 Axd4 

10 0-0?! He2+ 11 Shl Axcl 

12 Excl g6 13 Wg4 2g7 14 Ac3 


0-O + Commons-—Kent, USA 
1975. 

1G as wxd4 

11) Ac3!? 


11 0-0 g6 12 Wg5 (12 We2 
227 13 Hel Ad7 14 c3 Nun- 
Hlousek, Hradec Kralove 1975) 
12... 87 13 Hel ad7 14 @d2 
gave White a small, but pleasant 
advantage in Kruszynski-Szym- 
czak, Poland 1978. 


| | ee “d5!? 
12) @xd5 ed 

13 0-0 c6 

14 h3 Re7 
5 3 wed 
16 2d2 Reb 
17 + f4 2c5+ 
18 &h2 0-0-0 


With both sides now developed, 
the play can be assessed as bal- 
anced. Neither king is particularly 
safe, so a sharp battle ensued: 19 
Wdl Wg6 20 Wel 2b6 21 %e3 
cS 22 Hcl £f5 23 wf2 we6 24 
Rdl Sb8 25 ge2 ge4 26 Bb5 
We7 27 Wel f5!? 28 b4 ab 29 cb 
d4 30 Sf2 We7 31 be &xc5 32 
Efdi 2a3 33 Hc4 d3 34 ga74+ 


a8 35 2b6 Bd5 36 We3 2b4 
37 Bc7 Web 38 2c4 Weg6 39 g3 
Bdd8 40 &c5 ga5 41 He7 Wc6 
42 24? 26 43 2b5 wd5 44 og3 
h5 45 Bg7 hg 46 h4 (46 hg £g2!) 
46... Bc8 47 2xd3 &xd3 48 
Xxd3 Whi 0-1. 


Arnason—Alburt 
Lone Pine 1980 


1 e4 D6 2 eS D5 3 d4 d6 4 Sc4 
Abb 
5 &b3 2f5!? 

Black simply places the bishop 
on the available square and chal- 
lenges White to attack f7 (other- 
wise, what is the bishop doing on 
b3?). Bagirov and Alburt support 
this move, with which they have 
both achieved excellent results. 

6 wf3 

6 Df3 e6 7 0-0 Se7 8 a4!? (8 
We2 d59 2e3 |8&d7 10 Abd2 0-0 
11 Hacl h8 12 Bfel g5 13 hl 
Hg8 14 Bgl g4 15 Del f6 gave 
Black very interesting play on the 
kingside in Miuhaljcisi 
povic, Banja Luka 1981.) 8... de?! 
(8 ... 0-0!) 9 AxeS and now Black 
should play 9 ... 0-0. Instead, 
in J. Fries Nielsen—C. Hansen, 
Esbjerg 1981, White was allowed 
to produce a superb combination: 
9 ... H6d7? 10 Axf7! Sxf7 11 
Wf3 Se8 12 Wxb7 Ab6 13 a5 
we8 14 Wf3 Ad5 15 c4 Bf8 16 cd 
&xb1 17 We2 2f5 18 de Wb7 19 
&a4+ $d8 20 dS Wbh4 21 2d2 
Wd4 22 2c3 Wd3 23 We5 We4 24 
Wxg7 We4 25 dé! cd 26 a6!! Wxg7 
27 2a5+ c8 28 Hacl+ Ac6 
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29 Hxc6+ Sb8 30 2c7+ sc8 
31 2xd6+ &d8 and 1-0. 
Ose, wes 

Sacrificing the b-pawn with 6 
--. C6 7 Wxb7 d5 worked well 
in Gerbert—Hjorth, World Junior 
(Dortmund) 1980: 8 Hc3 2b4 9 
He2 0-0 10 0-0 a5! 11 a4 wes 
12 Wxc8 Hxc8 13 a3 @f8 14 ge3 
@xa4 15 @xa4 gxc2F, but 8 
£a4+ is a better attempt to dis- 
rupt Black’s plans. 

7 @h3 (27) 

Harmless alternatives are 7 
—&xf74+2! Sxf7 8 g4 Ac6 9 c3 
de+, 7 g4 2e6 8 2xe6 Wxeb 9 
Wxb7 de, 7 ed?! cd 8 Dh} (8 
Rxf7+7! Sxf7 9 g4 Wxe2 10 
Wxf5+ wxfS 11 gf #f6lF 
Mrazik—Neckar, Prague 1989) 8 
... Ac6 9 c3? Axd4+ Kovacevic— 
Prins, corres. 1985, and 7 Wg3 c5! 
8 dc dc 9 c3 c4 10 2dl Ac6 11 
@f3 2d3 12 2e3 AdSF 13 DAd4 
e6 14 Ad2 Dxe3 15 Wxe3 2c5 16 
2a4 0-0 17 Axc6 2xe3 18 De7+ 
@h8 19 Axc8 2xd2+ 20 oxd2 
Zaxc8 which gave Black a big 
endgame advantage in Strikovic— 
Alburt, New York Open 1988. 

A good and relatively unex- 
plored alternative is 7 e2; if 
threats to {7 achieve nothing, then 
e2 is a better square than h3.7... 
e6 (7... Ac6 and 7... c5 are well 
worth considering.) 8 Abc3 (8 2f4 
de 9 de c5; Hort likes 8 g4 226 
9 Af4 Dc6 10 We3, but then 10... 
de 11 de Ad7 looks rather pleasant 
for Black.) 8 ... de 9 de A&d7= 
10 2f4 Ac5 (10 ... c5!?) 11 Weg3 


a5 12 a4 hS!? 13 225 Dbd7 14 
&c4 h4 15 We3 h3 16 g3 &xc2co 
Soltis— Blocker, New York 1980. 


irs Ac6 
There are three fascinating 
alternatives: 


7... e5!? led to a short, sharp 
fight in Arnason—C. Hansen, 
World Junior (Dortmund) 1980: 8 
de dc 9 &xf7+ &xf7 10 g4 26 
11 @Ags+ Se8 12 sf wxfS 13 
Wxb7 Wxe5+ 14 We4 4c6 15 2e3 
Wxe4 16 Dxed4 Dc4 17 Bxc5 
@xb2 18 Abc3 Ac4 19 Bb Lh6 
20 ge2 Sf7 21 Bb7 Bhbs 22 
Bhbl 2f4 23 2xe7 Hxb7 24 
Zxb7 Hb8 4-3. 

7...€68 Ags 2e7 9 Axf7 Hf8! 
(White wins after 9 ... 0-0? 10 
wxf5!) 10 AgS &xc2 (An unusual 
way to exchange pawns!) 11 Wh5+ 
(11 @xe6 Bxf3 12 &xc8 Bd3!) 
11... &g6 12 Wh3 &xg5 13 
&xg5 (13 &xe6? 2fS5!—+) 13... 
d5. A forced sequence has led to 
an unbalanced, but fairly equal 
position. In Sibarevic¢—Bagirov, 
Banja Luka 1976 some manoeuv- 
ring followed: 14 0-0 Ac6 15 We3 
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&f7 16 a4 a5 17 Dad gs 18 
Bacl Ad7 19 AbS Adb8s 20 f4 
a6 and Black managed to 
restrain the kingside majority. 
7... d5!? is a rather surprising 
move, but 8 &xd5 @xd5 9 Wxd5 
@c6 is clearly unpromising for 
White. Kengis—Bagirov, Jurmala 
1987 saw Black set up a very 
satisfactory position after 8 Af4 
e6 9 0-0 c5 10 c3 Ac6 11 2e3 c4 
(11... BaS!? 12 Rd1 ADAbc4 13 
&cl cd 14 cd Ac6o Bagirov) 12 
&dl Wd7 13 Ad2 h6é 14 g4 gh7 
15 b4 aS! 16 bS Ae7 17 a4 0-0-0. 
8 c3 e6! 
Neglecting f7 is a fatal error: 8 
... de? 9 Dg5 e6 10 Axf7! 
9 #g5 e7 
10 ~Weg3 
A familiar theme from Siba- 
revic—Bagirov is 10 @xf7?! mf8! 
11 @gs axbl 12 Bxe6 Bxf3 
13 &xc8 Hxc8 14 Axf3 ge4F. 
White may consider exchanging 
on d6 which would avoid later 
difficulties with the e5 pawn and 
the d-file. 


WD iss wd7 

11 0-0 de 

12 de wd3 

13. }AF3 0-0-0 (28) 


Black has free development and 
hopes of showing the e5 pawn 


to be weak: the main aims of 
Alekhine’s Defence. 

14 Hel h6 

15 ge3 Ad5 

16 Abd2 g5 

17 Ac4 Sh7 


18 adil wf5s 
19 gad g4 

20 &d4 &)xd4 
21 gxd4 wf4 
22 =Be3! Wxg3 
23.—s hg hS 

24 = 2b3?! 


24 2xa7 b6 25 Axd5 Bxd5 26 
Exd5 ed 27 2c6 £e4 28 bd4oo 
should have been ventured. Now 
Black gradually takes over. 

24... Ab6! 25 Ac4 Ad7 26 Bd2 
Rg6 27 Adil?! 2295 28 £63 
&xe3 29 Exe3 b5! 30 Aa3 Abs 
31 Bxd8+? (Presumably in time 
trouble, White misses a few subt- 
leties. 31 Bee2 gives prospects of 
survival.) 31... 2xd8 32 £b3 a6! 
(The advance of the c-pawn is 
more than White’s fragile position 
can stand.) 33 He2 c5 34 h2 
Sc7 35 2c2 2d3 36 Bd2 ¥xc2 
37 Bxc2 (37 Bxd8 Sxd8 38 Axc2 
a4) 37... Hdl 38 Be2 Bal 39 
b3 Ad5 40 c4 (40 Bc2 Sbé6! puts 
White in zugzwang.) 40... Ac3 41 
Eb2 b4 42 c2 Bxa2 43 Bxad 
@xa2 44 {3 Dcl 45 fg hg 0-1. 


5 Exchange Variation 


“The Exchange Variation is a very 
sensible idea. White secures a 
small but solid space advantage, 
‘which may be increased later. 
_Black’s counterplay is generally 
‘based on the... d5 advance, which 
ris best delayed to cause White the 
‘maximum inconvenience, but not 
for so long that White’s pawn can 
itself advance safely to d5. 

Initially, Black must decide how 
to recapture. 5 ... ed is the solid 
move, avoiding an imbalanced 
pawn position. Often both sides 
end up playing on the same side 
of the board, so Black must be 
particularly accurate to ensure 
adequate counterplay. 

5... cd is the dynamic, and 
consequently more popular 
approach. The pawn structure 
dictates that queenside play is in 
order for White, while Black will 
look to the centre and kingside, 
alert to any opportunities to dis- 
rupt White’s queenside activities. 
Some of the traditional main lines 
for White have hit hard times, but 
to make up for this there has 
been a stream of new ideas and 
refinements. 


Serper—Dreev 
Sochi Junior 1986 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 dé 
4 4 
5 ed (29) 


Abb 


6 Ac3 

6 &2d3 Acé6 gives White nothing 
in view of ... Ab4 possibilities. 

After 6 ®f3, there are obvious 
transpositional possibilities to 
lines below (especially after 6... 
&e7), but 6... &g4 can lead to 
independent lines: 

7 b3 2e7 8 2b2 Lf6=. 

7 she? c6 (7 ... e7) ts the 
exchange line of the Flohr—Agza- 
mov variation. 
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7 £e3 c6!? 8 Ac3 A&d7 9 2d3 
Se7 10 0-0 Af6 11 Hel 0-0 12 
b3 He8 13 2c2 d5= Laitinen— 
Mira, Thessaloniki ol 1984. 

7h3 2h5 (7... &xf3!? 8 Wxf3 
4\c6) 8 2e2 (8 Wb3?! Ac6 9 d5 
We7+! 10 ge3 &xf3 11 gf Ad4 
12 Wdl AfS+) 8 2e2 and White 
has gained from the insertion of 
h3 and ... &hS5, since 8 ... 2e7 
9 0-0 0-0 10 4c3 Ac6 11 b3 2f6 
12 £63 d5 (l2iegettes!? 13.2 
h6 14 Bad! a5) 13 c5 Ac8 is a line 
in which Black would meet h3 
with ... &e6, were it not already 
on h5. After 14 Wd2 226 15 Dh2 
(15 Had!) 15 ... b6 16 cb ab 17 
f4! the kingside advance causes 
Black problems. 

6 iis Re7 

6... 26 7 DF3 

(a) 7... 2848 h3 (8 We2+ We7 
9 He4 2xf3 10 gf h6 is far from 
clear, whilst 8 2e2 2279 2e3 
0-0 10 0-0 &c6 11 b3 He7 is 
comfortable for Black.) 8... &xf3 
9 Wxf3 Ac6 10 ge3 2g7 il 
0-0-0 wf6!? (11 ... 0-0?! 12 h4 £5 
13 c5! Ad7 14 2c4+ Hh8 15 hS! 
gives White a very strong attack.) 
12 Wg3 h5 was a postal game 
Wikstr6m—Nordstrém, in which 
Black was allowed to equalise with 
13 &g5?! Wxg5+! 14 Wxg5 ghé. 

(b) 7... 297 8 225 [69 ge3 
Ac6 (9 ... c6?! 10 a4 ged 11 
a5 @c8 12 Wb3+ Ragozin-—Sefc, 
Prague 1956; 9 ... 0-0?! 10 cS! 
“6d7 11 Sc4+ Hh8 12 h4 de 
13, h5 gh 14 Bxh5 We8 15 24 cd 
16 Wxd4 f5 17 wf4 ®f6 18 oh4 


Axg4 19 0-0-0 Wg6 20 Hdhi 
Ad7 21 wg5! Ah6 22 Wxg6 hg 23 
&xh6 &2xh6+ 24 Exh6+ 1-0 
was Franzen—Knezevic, Tatra 
Cup 1981, whilst 10... de 11 dc 
@6d7 12 wd5+ h8 13 0-0-0 
4\c6 14 h4! is no improvement.) 
10 2e2 0-0 transposes to Zsofia 
Polgar—C. Hansen, Abenra rapid 
1989, which Black won quickly: 
11 0O-O Gh8!? 12 a4 Sg4 13 a5? 
2xf3 14 gf DAd7 15 f4 a6 16 2d3 
{5 17 d5 4d4 18 2b! wf6 19 Ba3 
c5 20 Da4 Wh4 21 Shi Hae8 22 
b4 Af6 23 f3 DhS 24 2f2 wh3 
0-1. 

The provocative 6 ... Ac6 was 
tried in Hausner—Graf, Bundes- 
liga 1989/90. After 7 h3 %e7 8 
@f3 0-09 2e3 2f5 10 d5!? Des 
11 @xe5 de 12 ge2 Ad7 13 0-0 
aS 14 Bcl &c5 15 Wd2 We7, 
Black had everything in order. 

7 ake 

White can try placing the bish- 
ops on e3 and d3. Against this 
plan, Black does best to delay 
castling a little, as 7 @e3 0-0 8 
&d3 Ac6 9 g3!? $257! 10 whs! 
h6 11 Af3 gxe3 12 fe we8 13 
@f2 gave White a strong attack 
in Skachkov—Donchenko, Kiev 
1987. Therefore: 

(a) 7 2e3 Dc6 8 Hcl (8 Age2 
0-0 9 Af4 2f6 10 Re2 Ae7=) 8 
... 0-0 9 h4?! 2f6 10 g4 Be8 11 
Re2 Axgd4! 12 gxg4 Dxc4 13 
@Ad5 |xe3 14 Axe3 Axd4 15 fl 
c6 gave Black good play in™ 
Suttles-Korchnoi, Sousse IZ 
1967. 


(b) 7 2d3 c6 and now: 

(b1) 8 Age2 can be met by 8... 
&g4 9 {3 2hS 10 0-0 296 11 
b3 d5 12 c5 Ac8 13 Rxg6 hg 14 
D4 2f6 15 Hel+ DA8e7 16 AfxdS 
2xd4+ 17 %e3= De Loman-— 
Schiffer, Amsterdam 1980 or 8... 
0-0 9 0-0 (9 h3 2f6 10 2b1 g6 
11 b3 dS 12 cS Ad7 13 Axd5?! 
@xc5!) 9... He8 10 a3?! 2f6 11 
Se3 g6!? 12 Wc2 De7 13 Dg3 d5 
14 c5 Bd7 15 b4 Af8 16 bS hSF 
Atkinson—Fogarasi, Groningen 
1989. 

(b2) 8 2e3 2f6 9 Age2 0-0 10 
60-0 224 (10... Be8!?) 11 £3 ahs 
12 b3 Be8 13 Wd2 2g6 14 Bael 
d5 15c5 Ac8 16 £4 2xd3 17 Wxd3 
(Ilyin Zhenevsk y—Rabinovich, 
Tbilisi 1937) 17 ... Ab4 18 wd2 
Zxe3=. 

7 Df3 224 8 Re2 Dc6 (8 ... 
0-0 9 b3 c6?! gives White the 
advantage after 10 h3 @xf3 11 
2xf3 2f6 12 23 2g5 13 
&xgs Wxg5 14 0-0 Efe8 15 
2xc6! be 16 wf3 WaS 17 Zfel 
d5 18 cd!, as in Sigurjonsson— 
Bischoff, Reykjavik 1982.) 9 d5!? 
(9 b3 2f6!2) 9... &xf3 10 2xf3 
AeS 11 ge2 0-0 12 b3 2f6 13 
&b2 was Dvoiris—Kengis, Bar- 
naul 1988. Kimelfeld analysed 13 
.., a5! 14 a4 (14 0-0 a4 15 £4 a3}; 
14 a3 a4 15 {4 Dg6!) 14... Ad7 
followed by ... Ac5 as adequate 
for Black. 

The most popular line is 7 £e2 
0-0 8 Af3 224 9 0-0 (9 b3 c5 10 
£e3 c6 11 Bcl £5 12 de dc= 13 
@®d5 AxdS 14 cd Abé4 15 a3 f4 16 
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&xeS £xe5 17 ExcS £xf3 18 
gf Da6 19 Bc3 wi6 20 Bd2ca 
Minic-Smyslov, Palma IZ 1970) 
9... Ac6 10 b3. 

(a) 10... d5 11 c5 Bc8 12 h3 
Rxf3!? 13 Axf3 2f6 14 ge3 
(14 @xd5 axd4 15 Af4 ge5!) 
14... D8e7 15 g4 26 16 g2 (16 
Hcl &g7 17 a3 Me84+ Tatai- 
Ciocaltea, Reggio Emilia 1967/8) 
16... Se7 T7417 Bel) 17 ae 
f5 18 g5 b6! 19 Hcl be 20 Ae2 
Wd7! 21 Wd2 cd 22 Axd4 Ads! 
23 H%c2 c6 and Black managed to 
convert the extra pawn in Ador- 
jan—Larsen, Las Palmas 1977. 

(b) 10... 2f6 11 2e3 d5 12 5 
Ac8 13 h3 (13 b4? is simply a bad 
plan, since White does not have a 
queenside majority here; the 
weakened squares are more 
important. 13... A8e7 14 bS Ba5 
15 h3 &xf3 16 Sxf3 c6 17 wd3 
@c4F+ Gipslis—Larsen, Sousse 
1967. Note that 14 h3? fails to 14 
... &xf3 15 2xf3 Dxb4 16 Zbl 
a6 17 Bxb7 AxcS5!) 13... Reb 
(30). Other squares are grossly 
inferior, as White’s kingside pawns 
are liable to advance. 

Black’s play must now be very 
circumspect, striking the right bal- 
ance between breaking up White’s 
eventual queenside push, and 
some sort of action on the king- 
side. 

(b1) 14 Del DA8e7 15 g4 g5! (15 
... g6!?) 16 h4 h6 17 DAg2 Ago 
secured counterplay in Ciri¢— 
Knezevic, Titograd 1965. 

(b2) 14 g4 g6 15 Hel Hes 16 
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Ag2 2¢7 17 Wd2 A8e7 18 Af4 
wd7 19 @xe6 Wxe6+ Z. Berg— 
Wessendorf, San Bernardino 1986. 

(b3) 14 2bS A8e7 15 2g5 
&xg5 16 Axgs AS 17 |f3 f6 18 
Hel wd7 19 b4 Dfe7 20 2a4 a6= 
Browne—Marovic, Rovinj Zagreb 
1970. 

(b4) 14 b4 a6 (14... Axb4? 15 
Hbl a6 16 2xa6+) 15 bS (15 
Ebl A8e7 16 g4 h6 17 2d3 gS! 
18 a4 297 19 bS ab 20 ab AaS+ 
Pedersen—Jansa, Athens 1970) 15 
... ab 16 AxbS D8a7!? (16... DaS 
17 &f4 c6 18 Ac7 Ha7 19 Axeb6 
fe) 17 a4 b6 18 Bcl AxbS 19 ab 
“a5 20 cb cb 21 De5 Wd6 (21 ... 
&xe5?! 22 de Ac4 23 2d4+ 
Hansen) 22 £d3 was Sznapik-C. 
Hansen, Copenhagen Open 1982. 
Hansen gives 22 ... &xe5 23 de 
WxeS 24 2xb6 Ac4 25 2d4 
Wf4 as Black’s best. Instead there 
followed 22 ... Hfc8?! 23 Ag4 
&xg4 24 Wxg4 Ac4 25 Sf4t4+. 

(b5) 14 Wd2 has been the most 
popular. Black could well try 14 
--. 26, since 15 g4 227 16 Hel 
f5 (Eales, Williams) gives Black 
counterplay. Another logical 


approach, leading to complicated 
play is 14... b6!? 15 Aa4 DA8e7 16 
g4 Dg6 17 BHacl 2d7 18 Ac3 be 
19 Axd5 gxd4 20 &xd4 cd 21 
@xd4 Axd4 22 wWxd4 £e6 4-4 
Mortensen—C. Hansen, Esbjerg 
1984. The ‘normal’ move, 14... h6 
seems to imply an inappropriate 
amount of activity on the kingside, 
given that White has wasted no 
time on the other wing: 15 4d3! 
@8e7 16 g4 g5 17 De2 2g7 18 
@h2! gave White a strong attack 
in Armas—Graf, W. Germany 
1989. After 18... Hg6 (18... £5 19 
{4 gf 20 Axf4 Axd4 21 DhS) 19 f4 
gf 20 Axf4 Dxf4 21 Bxf4 Black’s 
position was clearly deficient. 


_— 0-0 
8 3 Ze8 
9 #e2 2f5 


9 ... 2f6 10 0-0 Dc6 gives 
White’s queen’s bishop a choice of 
squares: 

(a) 11 2f4 2f5 12 cl (After 
12 b3?! ge4! 13 Axed Bxed 14 
2e3 d5 15 c5 Ad7, White suffered 
due to the weakness of his d-pawn 
in Ostojic-Schmidt, Monte Carlo 
1969.) 12 ... h6 (12 ... @e4 can 
now be met by 13 d5.) 13 b3 (13 
d5 @e5 14 Ad4 Zh7 15 b3 Abd7 
gave Black a good position in 
Kuznetsov—Shovel, Oakham 
1986.) 13 2. dS? 3 ooahg6l? 
is a useful waiting move, with 
possible ideas of ... aS—a4; 13 ... 
BHe7 14 Wd2 Wd7 15 Bfdi Bae8o0 
Matanovic—Larsen, Palma 1968.) 
14.cS Ac8 15 2bS A8e7. Now 16 
g4 is met by 16... e4!?, whilst 


16 De5?! Dg! 17 223 Rxe5 18 
de d4 gave Black the advantage in 
Moors~—Fleck, Bundesliga 1985/6. 

(b) 11 Se3 2f5 12 Bcl (12 b3 
h6 13 Ecl Be7 14 wd2 wd7 15 
Bfdi Mae8 was level in Suetin— 
Vukic, Odessa 1975, but 13 
Wd2 retains more flexibility with 
the rook’s position) 12 ... h6 (12 
we» G5? 13 cS @c4 15 Axd5!) 13 
d5 HeS5 14 Dd4 2h7 15 b3 Dbd7 
16 ®a4 Bc5 was roughly equal 
in Brodsky—A. G. Panchenko, 
Ukrainian Ch (Simferopol) 1990. 

10 0-0 A8d7!? 

10 ... Ac6 leads to the lines in 
the previous note. 

With the bishop denied the g4 
square, Black’s pressure on the 
centre is less, so the ... dS push is 
best delayed a little to avoid White 
pushing forward on the kingside. 
Dreev’s move is therefore logical, 
as it keeps the knight more flexible, 
with ideas of manoeuvring to use- 
ful squares on the kingside. 


ll gf4 AL8 

12 b3 A\g6 

13. gh2 c6 

14 wd2 216 

15 fel a5! (31) 


Now White has run out of useful 
non-committal moves, while the 
possibility of ...a4is rather irritat- 
ing. A kingside push will simply 
give Black’s minor pieces some 
good squares, so Serper’s decision 
to exchange some pieces is under- 

standable. 
| 16 243 
17. ‘Exel 


Exel+ 
2xd3 
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18 wWxd3 d5 
Having caused maximum 
inconvenience by delaying this 
push, Black fixes to pawns to suit 


his bishop. 
19 «65 “d7 
20 2d6 Agt8 


Black, with counterplay against 
d4, can claim full equality. 


21) ®e5 &xe5 
22 2xe5 Axe5 
23. —«EBxe5 “Ae6 
24 He2 wf6 
25 We3 a4 

26 ~=6—b4 We6? 


This, however, is simply a blun- 
der, as Black’s back rank now 
proves a fatal weakness. 26... a3 
with ideas of ... Bad was neces- 
sary. 

The rest is straightforward: 27 
AM! whi+ 28 eh2 Hf8 29 Be7 
wxa2 30 wf3!. White has an over- 
whelming attack and need only 
prevent the black queen returning 
to defend. 30 ... Wc2 31 d3 [6 
32 wed g6 33 wh4 wd2 34 4! 
1-0. 


74 Exchange Variation 


Meiers—Kengis 
Riga 1989 


1 e4 D6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Ab6 5 ed 
Be sees cd 
6 Re3 
6 d5 is best met by 6... e5 
ensuring Black a fair share of 
the centre, with possible kingside 
expansion to follow. 
6 2d3 05 7 De2 Ac6 8 dS Ab4 
9 Abc3 [5 10 Ab1 a5 11 O-O Re7 
12 f4 0-0 13 b3 &f6 gave Black 
perfectly reasonable chances in 
Sigurjonsson—Hort, Hastings 
1974. More standard play with 6 
... Ac6 7 Be? gé6 is also feasible. 
6 2g5 g6 7 Wd2 can transpose 
to the game after 7 ... 2g7 8 
0-0, whilst Buljovcic—Ivkov, 
Yugoslavia 1965 demonstrated a 
good alternative: 7... h6 8 ge3 
2279 Dc3 2f5 10 h3 g5 11 g4 
&g6 12 h4 Ac6F. 
Onn. g6 
In Hartston—Schmid, Menorca 
1974, Black was able to justify 
some very unusual play: 6... 2f5 
7 Ac3 e6 8 D3 Re7 9 Re2 0-0 
10 0-0 Haé!? 11 Wb3 Wb8 12 af4 
“c7 13 Bacl Hd8 14 h3 hé! 15 
Bfdl Ad7 16 2g3 a6 17 Ad2 
Wa7=. 
7 wd2 
7 a4 hopes for 7 ... aS?! 8 wd2 
“c6 9 dS. Instead 7 ... dS 8 cS 
Ac4 9 axc4 de 10 Af3 Ac6 11 
0-0 2g7 12 DHa3 2g4!? 13 Axc4 
would have been fine for Black 
in Kapengut—Kupreichik, USSR 


1969, had he chosen 13 ... Wd5! 
rather than 13 ... &xd4? 14 
&xd4 2xf3 15 DAd6+!. 

745 227 8 2d4 axd4 9 
wxd4 0-0 10 4c3 e5 gives Black 
fine play. Black’s compensation 
after 11 de Ac6!? (11 ... 2xe6 12 
0-0-0 Ac6 13 Wxd6 WgS+ 14 f4 
wWa5 Bagirov) 12 ef+ (12 wd2 
@xe6F) 12 ... Bxf7 13 Wd2 
we8+ 14 dl ge6 15 AdS Be5 
16 b3 Bc8 was superb in Dobkin— 
Weil, Tel Aviv 1936. On the other 
hand, 11 wd2 f5 12 @f3 (12 h4 
wf6 13 hS g5 14 h6 @h8) 12... 
@8d7 13 0-0-0 (13 Wh6 We7 14 
Ag5Se4 15 Heb Bf6 16 DbS He5 17 
@bc7 Hb8 18 b3 Ba8!F Orton— 
Martz, US Open 1973) 13... wf6 
14 wh6 We7 15 Hel e4 16 d2 
(16 h4) 16... DeS 17 h3?! (After 
17 £3, Black will be happy to meet 
fe with ... f4 — a typical King’s 
Indian blockading sacrifice.) 17... 
Abd7 18 We3 Wh4 19 g3 wf6 20. 
@b1 4c5 allowed the black forces 
domination in Suttles—Fischer, 
Palma IZ 1970. 

“7 hd is an old idea of Hartston’s 
recently tested by Davies. After 7 
... h5 8 d5, White has a substan- 
tially improved version of the 7 d5 
line, though 8 ... D8&d7 9 2d4 
Af6 10 2d3 2g7 11 Dh3 0-0 
(11... @bd7% 12 Bc3 AcS 
13. &c2+ Hartston—Williams, 
England 1973) 12 Ag5 e5 13 de 
&xe6 14 Axe6 He8 15 0-0 Bxeb 
16 Ad2 Ag4 gave Black counter- ~ 
play in Hartston—Bryson, British 
Ch (Edinburgh) 1985. It is also 


possible to ignore the h-pawn with 
7... RET? 8 hS Dc6 9 Hc3 when 
Black should prefer 9 ... 0-0 10 
hg fgoo, as analysed by Westerinen 
and Jansa, to justifying White’s 
play with 9 ... d5? 10 c5 Ac4 
11 2xc4 de 12 Dge2+ wads 13 
h6 2f6 14 0-0 0-0 15 d5 Ab4 
16 De4! 2h8 17 2d4! Davies— 
Westerinen, Oslo 1988. 

7 243 2g7 8 De2 Dc6 9 0-0 
2g4 10 £3 2f5 11 b3 &xd3 12 
wxd3 0-0 13 @bc3 d5 led, in 
Hartston—Alexandria, Sinaia 
1970, to positions considered 
under 6 Ac3 g6 7 ge3 Bg7 8 
&d3 0-0 9 Age?. 

a 2g7 

7... 2c6 is rather an over- 
reaction to White’s idea (8 2h6? 
&xh6 9 Wxh6é 2f5F), since 8 
dS He5 9 h3 leaves the knight 
embarrassed for a decent square. 

8 2h6 0-0 

8... 2169 Dc3 Dc6 10 d5 DeS 
11 De4 (11 b3!?) 11... Dexc4 12 
&xc4 DAxc4 13 We2 Wa5+ 14 
fl 2xb2 15 Bbl Wxa2 16 Hcl 
b5 17 Hel Wa3! was very messy 
in Kapengut—Polikarpov, Minsk 
1970. 

8... &2xh6 9 Wxh6 Ac6 has 
been tried by the author. 10 Wg7 
Hf8 11 Af3 24 12 Ags Dad 13 
@xh7 waS+ 14 Ad2 0-0-0 15 
@xf8 e5 gives strong play for the 
rook, whilst 10 Af3?! 2g4 11 Wg7 
Sd7! 12 wxf7?! Bf8 13 Wxh7 
&xf3 14 gf Axd4 15 Wxg6 @xf3+ 
16 di DAa4 17 2h34+ Sc7 18 
b3 Hb2+ (18... Bf4! 19 ba Wh8 
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20 We6 Haf8—+) 19 gc2 Aed5 
20 Wg3 Of3 21 wh4 Abd3 22 =f1 
@f4! led to a rout in Kennaugh— 
Burgess, Liverpool Open 1988. 
However, 10 @c3 2f5 11 Weg7 
2f8 was unclear in Waller—Bur- 
gess, Vienna Open 1990. 
9 


h4 e5 
10 d5 axh6 
It Wxh6é &)a6o 
12 Ac3 we7 


White’s play now appears 
rather naive, since the h-file play 
has clearly come to nothing, whilst 
the white king can expect little 


safety. 
15 ge2 Zac8 
16 &d2 {5 
17 f4 ef 
18 wxf4 Ac5 
19 &bl “ba4 
20 ®xad4 4)xa4 


Suddenly White is faced with 
the loss of a piece in view of the 
threat of 21 ... Wg7. The game 
concluded 21 al Wxe2 22 Wxd6 
Bf7 23 Bhel wf2 24 hS wd4 25 
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Wb4 Wb6 26 Wa3 WcS 27 hg hg 
28 Wb3 Wb6 29 Wa3 a5 30 Af3 
wWhb4 31 Wxb4 ab 32 DAeS5 Bg7 33 
Hcl Ac5 34 b3 f4 35 Hcdl Has 
36 Sb2 2f5 37 d6 b6 38 Bd5 
Ega7 39 a4 ba+ 40 ga2 He 41 
Hedl 2c2 42 b4 &xdi 43 be 
&b3+ 44 }xb3 a2 45 Hdl be 
46 4c6 alW 47 Hxal Exal 48 d7 
He3+ 0-1. 


Johansen—L. Schmidt 
Malaysia Z 1990 


1 e4 Af6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
“b6 5 ed cd 
6 Ac3 26 

6... Ac6!? 7 d5 Ae5 8 Le3 g6 
9 a2d4 £h6 10 h4 0-0 11 h5 
ag? 12 f4 Dg4 13 2xg7 Sxg7 
14 Wd4+ f6 15 Af3 eS 16 de 2xe6 
17 0-0-0 He8 18 hg hg 19 Ags 
228 20 Age4 dS 21 cd Hc8 22 d6 
“d5 23 bl Age3co Seménova— 
Lelchuk Popova, USSR Women’s 
Ch (Volzhsky) 1989 was an excel- 
lent example of imaginative play 
leading to a total mess. 

7 weds 

7 b3 2¢7 8 2b2 0-0 9 Age2 
“c6 (9... d5!?) 10 d5 Be5 11 Ad4 
e6 12 de fe 13 2e2 Bf4 14 AdbS 
&d7!? 15 wd2 wf6 16 0-0 (16 
0-0-0 d5!) 16... &c6 17 Badl 
Hf8 18 f3 2h6 19 Axd6. Now, 
in Granda—Howell, World U-16 
(Guayaquil) 1982, 19 ... Aga! 
would have given Black excellent 
winning prospects. 

7 h4 is best met by 7... h5, 
whereupon White has tried in a 
variety of ways to profit from the 


insertion of these moves. 

(a) 8 b3?! 227 9 ge3 Ac6 10 
@f3 294 11 ge2 d5 12 c5 Ac8 
13 b4 a6 14 Wa4?! Ha7! 15 Ded 
&Sxe5 16 2xg4 2287 17 &xc8? 
wxc8 18 @xdS wWeg4! 19 Ac7+ 
d8 20 AdS Wxg2 0-1 Wadding- 
ham-Vareille, Hastings Chal- 
lengers 1985/6. 

(b) 8 2g5 227 9 Hcl Ac6 
10 d5 Ae5 11 b3 0-0F Baljon— 
Palatnik, Teesside 1974. 

(c) 8 2e3 2g7 and now Kura- 
jica has tried some interesting 
ideas: 

(cl) 9 2d3 Ac6 10 Age2 0-0 
(10 ... 2g4!9) 11 Wb3 (11 wd2 
“Ab4!=; 11 a3? d5 12 c5 Ac4F: 11 
b3 d5 12 cS Ad7 13 2g5? Axd4! 
14 Axd5 He8 15 Bcl HAeS 16 ge4 
{5 17 wxd4 fe 18 Axe7+? Wxe7! 
19 2xe7 Ad3+ 0-1 Ortel—Hazai, 
Hungary 1973) 11 ...eS 12005 
Ad4 13 2xd4 ed 14 DAbS Bes 
15 Sf1 294 16 Abxd4 wc8kF 
Kadrev—Orev, Sofia 1963. 

(c2) 9 Wd2 c6 10 0-0-0? 2f5 
11 2d3 2xd3 12 Wxd3 Bc8 13 
bSAb4 14 Wd2 Axc4! 15 be Bxc4 
16 Age2 waS 17 Sb2 0-0 18 
Rh6 &2xh6 19 Wxh6 Hfc8 20 
Wd2 ®xa2! 21 Bh3 Bb4+ 22 
c2 Wb5 0-1 Girling—D. Clarke, 
corres. 1987. 

(c3) 9 2e2 ABc6 (9 ... 0-0 
10 g4) 10 dS &xc3+ 11 be Aad 
12 Wd4 Bg8 13 Bdl Aad 14 
Af3 Rgdoo Kurajica—Bagirov, 
Erevan 1971. 

(c4) 9 c5!? de 10 de should 
be met by 10 ... A6d7, since 10 


&xc3+7! 11 be Wxd1+ 12 Bxdl 
A6d7 13 £3 Ac6 14 2c4 AdeS 15 
&b3 0-0 16 He2 Sg7 17 of2 
&d7 18 &d2 gave White some 
advantage in Listengarten—Dzhal- 
ilov, Baku 1972. 

(c5) 9 Wb3!? Dc6 10 Adi (10 
0-0-0 0-0 11 &e2 eS 12 de AxeS 
13 Wb4 2e6 14 Bxd6 Wc8 15 c5 
@bc4 showed the weakness of the 
white king in Kurajica—Hecht, 
Montilla 1972.) 10... 0-0 11 2e2 
e5 (Safer and probably sounder 
was 11... 2d7!? 12 @fF3 AaS 13 
Wb4 4c6 14 Wa3 224 15 b3 d5 
16 cS @Ac8 17 AxgS ADxe2 18 
“xe2 e6 19 b4 D8e7 in Kurayjica— 
Bagirov, Banja Luka 1976.) 12 
Af3 ed 13 Axd4 We7 14 2g5 (14 
@db5!?) 14... We5 15 D3 Wes 
16 2e3 2e6 17 WbS DeS 18 
@xe5 &xe5= Kurajica—Hecht, 
Wijk aan Zee 1973. 

After 7 2e3 2g7, White has 
tried a number of ideas: 

(a) 8 Bcl!? 0-0 9 b3 Hc6 10 
Sede (10... 511 c5-e5 123 
ed 13 Axd4 Ad7 14 0-0 AdeS) 11 
@f3 2g4 12 de de 13 0-0 f5 14 
2cS He8 15 Ghil? Axf3 16 
&xf3 e4= MHouston—Burgess, 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1990. 

(b) 8 c5 dc 9 de A6d7 10 AF3 
4c6 (10... WaS) 11 Wa4 0-0 12 
Be2 AdeS 13 AxeS Rxe5 14 
2d1 waS= Fette—Grin, Bundes- 
liga 1983. 

(c) 8 Wd2 is comfortably met by 
either 8 ... 0-0 (compare Meiers— 
Kengis) or 8 ... Ac6 9 Hcl (9 
£3?! gg4) 9... d5. 
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(d) 8 h4 can transpose to lines 
considered above after 8... h5, or 
after 8... Ac6 9 hS to 6 Re3 26 
7h4 &g7 8 hS Ac6 9 Hc}. 

7 2e3 2297 8 2d3 0-0 (8 ... 
“Ac6 9 Dge2 2g4 is best met by 
10 f3 @f5 11 b3, transposing.) 9 
Age2 DAc6 10 0-0 (33) (Slower 
methods allow Black more 
counterplay in the centre: 10 b3?! 
d5 11 c5 Ad7 12 2b5 e5! 13 0-0 
@xc5 14 de d4 15 Axd4 AxeS 16 
h3 He6 17 Dxe6 ¥xe6 18 £4? 
WaS!+ Minic—Fischer, Palma IZ 
1970; 10 a3? gg4 11 £3 2f5 12 
b3 2xd3 13 Wxd3 d5 14 c5 Ad7 
15 0-0 e5 16 b4 aS! 17 Habl ab 
18 ab ed 19 Axd4 AdeSF Twine— 
Burgess, Bristol League 1990; 10 
wd2? eS 11 dS Ab4 was good 
for Black in Patterson—Ghizdavu, 
USA 1975, since Wdl—d2xd3 
involves a loss of tempo.) 


Now Black generally chooses 
between the two moves below. 
Lesser alternatives are: 10... e6 
11 b3ea@d7 I2ed2 d& 13 05 
Ac8 14 a3 A8e7 (Minic—Planinc, 
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Yugoslavia 1970) 15 b4+; 10... 
d5 11 c5 Ac4 12 axc4 de 13 
wa4+;10... Ab4 11 b3 d5 (11... 
@xd3 12 Wxd3+) 12 cS @d7 13 
a3 (13 @bl!?) 13 ... @xd3 14 
wWxd3 Af6 15 Ag3+ Ilyin Zhenev- 
sky—Eremin, USSR 1931. 

(a) 10... e5 11 d5 (11 de de 12 
c5 @d7 13 a3 a5 14 2b5 Af6 
15 Wa4 Wc7= Buza—Grunberg, 
Romania 1977) 11... Ob4 (11... 
Ae7T! 12 b3 Ad7 13 Ded AfS 
14 225 f6 15 @d2+ Fischer— 
Berliner, US Ch [New York] 
1960/1) 12 b3 Axd3 (12 ... a5 13 
&cl Axd3) 13 Wxd3 and now: 

(al) 13... Ad7 14 wd2 f5 15 f4! 
b6 (15 ... g5!?) 16 Radl Af6? 
(6 ... Mes) 17 ferde 18 est 
Fischer—Berliner, US Ch (New 
York) 1962/3. 

(a2) 13... Be8!? is very logical, 
as White’s f4 is not positionally 
justifiable until Black has played 

f5. Jhunjunwala—Timman, 
Teesside 1974 was not really a test 
of the idea: 14 Hac1?! Ad7 15 b4?! 
aS 16 AbS?! e4! 17 Wd2 De5 18 
af4 abt. 

(a3) 13... f5 144 Dd7 15 Bad! 
(15 Wd2 is al.) 15... g5!? 16 g3 
(16 fg f4 17 af2 wxgs 18 Ded 
W226 19 42c3 BF7 20 AbS R800 
SDO; 18... Wh6!?) 16... gf 17 gf 
@f6 18 Hf2 (18 2f2? De4!F; 18 
fe? de 19 d6 &d7 20 AdS Axd5 
21 Wxd5+ @h8 22 Wxb7 f4! 23 
&xa7 Bxa7! 24 Wxa7 Wg5+ pun- 
ishes White’s greed with a decisive 
attack, as analysed by Smith; 18 
h3 @h8 19 Sh2 ANS 20 c5 de 


21 gxc5 Bg8 22 wf3 xf4 23 
®xf4 we7!—+  Levy—Torre, 
Reggio Emilia 1972/3.) 18 ... @h8 
19 He2 (19 c5!?) 19... b6 20 Bfl 
2d7 21 2d2 We7 22 h3?! He4 
23 @xe4 fe 24 wxe4 2xh3 25 
Bh2 2f5 26 We3 Bf7 27 Hg3 
Haf8F 28 AxfS AxfS 29 wh3 h6 
30 Bel B8f6! 31 fe BxeS5—+ 32 
Bxe5 Wxe5 33 Eg2 Wal+ 34 
@h2 Bf1 35 Wc8+ Hh7 36 Wd7 
We5+ 0-1 Jones—Smith, corres. 
1985. 

(b) 10 ... &2g4 is based on a 
little trick, and constitutes Black’s 
soundest defence. 11 h3 2&xe2 
gives Black full equality after 
either 12 @xe2 eS or 12 @xe2 
&b4 (12 ... dS 13 cS Ad7) 13 b3 
4xd3 14 wxd3 d5, so 11 f3 @f5! 
12 b3 (12 &xf57! Axc4) 12 ... 
&xd3 13 Wxd3 has normally been 
played. 

(b1) 13... e6! attempts to profit 
from delaying ... d5. 14 Hacl (14 
Habl He8!?) 14...d5 15 c5 Hc8 
16 Wd2 He8 17 &h6 Bh8 18 
&g5 Wd7 4-4 Minic—Gipslis, 
Erevan 1971. 

(b2) 13...d5 14.c5 Ac8 15 Babl 
(15 Wd2 He8 16 Zfdi e6 17 2h6 
&h8 18 225 Wd7 19 Zabl D8e7 
20 Abs AFS5+ Hartston—Alexan- 
dria, Vrnjacka Banja 1971) 15... 
e6 16 b4 (16 Wd2 Ze8 17 b4 a6) 
and now Black should probably 
play 16 ... a6, rather than 16... 
@8e7 17 bS DaS 18 Af2 Ac4 19 
Bfdi AfS 20 Ag3 Dh4 21 Afi 
Weg5 22 g3 hS 23 f4 Wg4 24 hi 
AFS 25 We2 Wh3 26 Bd3 Bae8 27 


Ad2 Axd2 28 Wxd2 De7 29 wWe2 
wf5 30 Hel, as in Ivell—Bryson, 
British Ch (Edinburgh) 1985, 
though Black eventually prepared 

. e€5 and reached a tenable 
ending. 

Taito 2g7 
8 Age2 0-0 

8 ... @c6 provoked a self- 
destruct in De Sousa—N. Regan, 
Hastings Chalengers 1990/1: 9 d5 
(9 g&e3 O-O transposes to lines 
given above.) 9 ... AeS 10 b3?! 
&g4 11 £37? (11 0-0? &xe2; 11 
&b2 Wd7!? prepares to meet 12 
{3 with 12 ... &f5, while 12 0-0 
Af3+ 13 Shi eS, though not 
strictly necessary, is very interest- 
ing.) 11... Axf3+! and Black won. 
White should play 10 0—0, when 
Black has more tactical possibili- 
ties than in our main game, e.g. 10 
... R24 11 £3 Axd3 12 Wxd3 2f5 
13 Wdl or 10... Axd3 11 Wxd3 


Sf5 12 wdi 0-O (12 ... a5!? 13 
Ad4 we8) 13 b3 4d7. 
5D O20 Dc6 (34) 


9... eS may prove effective as 
a means of avoiding the problems 
caused by White’s next move. 10 
&e3 Dc6 leads to variations con- 
sidered above (7 2e3 2g7 8 
2d3 0-0 9 Age2 0-0 10 0-0 €5); 
alternatives appear harmless. 

10 0=—-d5!? DeS 

10... Ab4 11 2b1 e6 12 a3 
4a6 13 b3 ed 14. cd @c5 15 Ba2!? 
was Johansen—Wohl, Canberra 
1981. Black’s play has been very 
logical, but Johansen claims a 
slight edge, as it is not so easy for 
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Black to find counterplay. 
11 b3 &xd3 
11... Abd7 12 2c2! left White 
slightly for preference in 
Johansen—Depasquale, Adelaide 
1980 due to the awkward position 
of the e5 knight. 
12 Wxd3 “d7 
Instead, 12... e5?! 13 de and 14 
a3 illustrates one advantage of 
leaving the bishop on cl, whilst 12 
... &f5 is comfortably met by 13 
Wd2 with @£b2 and 4d4 to follow, 
with a small advantage for White 
according to Johansen. 


13. ge3 “c5 
14. wd2 a6 

15 ada! 2d7 
16 &xg7 &xg7 
17 @d4 


Black now tries for counterplay 
on the queenside. Given that this 
fails, 17 soe theSmoraly, . 2adees 
could be considered, but Black’s 
position is clearly very passive and 


unpleasant. 
Wy as Zb8 
18 fel b5?! 
19 bd! Aad 


20 &xa4 ba 
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D1yyas Z£c8 
22 ~=Hacl Ze8 
23 6S 2b5? 


Abject, but 23... dc 24 bc e5 25 
#e2 and 23... e5 24 de 2xe6 25 
cd are also rather unpalatable. 

24 = c6 Zc7 
25 8e3 

White embarks on a mating 
attack, against which Black is in 
no position to defend: 25 ... Wc8 
(25... @h8; 25 seeh6) 2608h3 
2h8(26...hS 27 BxhS!) 27 Wh6+ 
$g8 28 2f3! (Threatens 29 Hf5, 
while preventing 28 ... Wf8 due to 
29 Wxf8+ &xf8 30 De6+) 28 ... 
2c4 29 DS WS 30 wh4 gxd5 
31 Exe7! Bxc6 (31 ... Sxf3 32 
Bxc7) 32 Dh6+ Yg7 33 wd4+ 
(33 Wf6+ is a little quicker, but 
presumably the text seemed more 
amusing to Johansen.) 1-0. 


Perovi¢—Begovac 
Yugoslavia 1985 


1 e4 Af6 2 e5 DAd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Abb 5 ed cd 6 Ac3 96 
7 aa!? 

This is Nona Alexandria’s idea, 
which aims to compromise Black’s 
queenside. Also Ha3 is prepared, 
whereupon ... @xc3 (after White 
plays d5) will not cripple White’s, 
pawn structure. 

i) se a5 

It is logical to halt White's 
pawn-pushing, but 7... @g7 8 a5 
A6d7 9 AfF3 0-0 (9 ... Ac6?! 10 
d5! ®xa5 11 Ba3! b6 12 b4 Ab7 
13 Ad4+ Alexandria) 10 Ba3 d5!? 
11 Axd5 Ac6, attempting to profit 


from White’s lack of development, 
is interesting. Instead, Black 
should certainly avoid 10... Af6?! 
11 d5 when White had a very solid 
space advantage in Alexandria— 
Gipslis, Tbilisi/Sukhumi 1977. 

Note that 7 ... Ac6? is really 
asking for trouble: 8 a5 &d7 9 dS 
@b4 10 ge3 2g7 11 Af3 0-0 12 
Re2 Af6 13 0-0 left Black with 
a thoroughly unpleasant position 
in Ardiansyah-Tan, Auckland 
1977. 

a SS 

Nigel Davies has adopted an 
alternative approach, based on 
simple development. The insertion 
of a4 and a5 provides White with 
some extra possibilities. After 8 
@f3 Black has tried: 

(a) 8... 224! 9 2e3 Ac6 10 
dS &xf3 11 gf Ab4 12 2d4 Bgs 
13 c5 de 14 2b5S+ Ad7 15 &xc5 
&g7 16 0-O and Black has no 
real prospects of organising much 
of a position. Davies—C. Hansen, 
Graested 1990 concluded 16... b6 
17 2e3 $f8 18 We2 2f6 19 
Hadi &g7 20 He4 ReS 21 dé 
@cS 22 &2g5 Deb 23 Rxe7 AL4 
24 wed Wb8 25 DgS Bf8 26 Bfel 
h6 27 Bxe5 hg 28 @xf8+ wxf8 
29 d7 Wh8 30 He7 Bf8 31 wd44+ 
1-0. 

(b) 8 ... 287 9 2e3 0-0 10 
Re2 Ac6 (10 ... d5) 11 d5 (In 
the standard lines, this would be 
strongly met by ... 4a5:) 11... 
AeS 12 AxeS RxeS 13 0-0 Ad7 
14 Ha3 Dc5 15 Bd4 Sxd4 16 
Wwxd4 £d7 17 AbS b6 18 Hel 


Be8 19 g2pe4 f5 20 Bf3 Bc8 
21 &c3 Bf8 22 Adil Bf7 4-4 
Davies—Chekhov, Gausdal Inter- 
national 1990. 


oS ee de 

9 gb5+ 26d7 
10 fa! 2g7 
11 @d5 e5! (35) 


This is clearly the only move, 
since 11 ... 0-0? 12 &c7 We8 13 
®b6 Ha6 14 dc was a catastrophe 
in Alexandria—Stadler, Belgrade 
1982. 


12. de 
Perovic analyses 
&xe5 13 de 0-0 14 @f3 Bc6 15 
&xc6 be 16 De3 &a6, which is 
clearly rather awkward for White. 
| 0-0 


12 &xe5 


13. @f3 Ac6 
13... Ab6 14 Dc3?! (14 Axb6 

wxb6 150-0 @c6 16 h3 and White 
can aim for play against c5.) 14... 
$e6 15 De4 AdS 16 2g5 We7 
17 Bclt b6 18 0-0 Ad7 19 &xd7 
wxd7 20 Af6+ Axf6 was pleasant 
for Black in H6gn—Diaz, Limburg 
1988. 

14 gg5! 
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As in the note to White’s 12th, 
14 2xc6 be 15 HAe3 Ra6 is 
troublesome, so White disrupts 
the black kingside. 


Ce {6 
15 @®xf6+ 
15 ef is well met by 15... Axf6. 
1S om 2x6 
16 2xc6 wxdl+ 
17 xdl be 
18 ef 2x6 
19 2xf6 i xf6 
20 2d8+ 


A fairly forced sequence has led 
to a sharp ending. White’s king 
must be activated; for this purpose 
20 0-0 £84 is clearly no good. 


20 xfs 
21 Exf8+ &xf8 
22 &d2 Ebs8 
23. «&c3 2e6 
24 ~=«sHel 


Perovic proposes 4g5, now or 
on the next move, as more 


ambitious, though rather less 
prudent. 

QA sas 2d5 

25 &d2 c4 


by 


2-3 
Grzesik—G. Hartmann 
Bundesliga 1985 


1 e4 Af6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Abo 5 ed cd 6 Ac3 g6 


7 hs ag] 
8 Aaf3 0-0 
9 &e3 


In the main line of the Exchange 
Variation, one is accustomed to 
seeing the manoeuvre &f1—e2xc4, 
the loss of tempo in which is clear. 
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Here White leaves the bishop at 
home, anticipating ... d5, c5 c4, 
whereupon the bishop can take 
the knight directly. 

er Ac6 

10 Sel 

Other moves are inconsistent: 
10 d5?! a5 11 2d4 e5! 12 de 
&xe6 13 axg7 }xg7 14 wd4+ 
wi6 15 b3 dS5!F 16 c5 @d7 17 
wxf6+ Axf6! 18 0-0-0 Hac8 19 
b4 @c6 20 a3 aS Mikac— 
Khmelnitsky, Sibenik 1989; 10 
wd2 d5 11 cS @c4 12 &xc4 de 13 
0-0 2f5 is fine for Black since, 
although White has gained a 
tempo over normal lines, it has 
been used to put the queen on a 
bad square. 

After 10 cl, over-protecting 
c3, White is ready to seize a useful 
space advantage with 11 d5. 

10 ns e5 

After 10... d5 11 cS Ac4 12 
&xc4 de 13 0-0 Black cannot 
equalise: 

(a) 13 ... 2f5 14 b3! (Makes 
good use of the rook on c1; alter- 
natively, 14 Wa4 gives a normal 
exchange variation where the 
rook’s improved position is mod- 
erately helpful.) 14 ... 2d3 15 
Hel Axd4 16 Axd4 gxd4 17 be 
&xe3 18 Hxe3 &2xc4 19 Wxd8 
Efxd8 20 Hxe7 £a6 21 Xcel 
$f8 22 Bc7 Bac8 23 Hee7 Axc7 
24 Exc7 gave White a very pleas- 
ant ending in Gipslis—Ciocaltea, 
Bucharest 1968. 

(b) 13... b6 14 Wad Axd4 (14 

. Da5 15 Bfdi+) 15 gxd4 


&xd4 16 Axd4 Wxd4 17 cb Wxb6 
18 AdS+. 

(c) 13... e5 14 dS DAb4 15 b3 
Ad3 16 Bc2cb(16...ce4 17 Dxe4 
wxd5 18 &xc4) and now, rather 
than 17 8d2? ba!+ Grzesik- 
Paulsen, Bundesliga 1985/6, 
White should play the simple 17 ab 
Ab4 18 Bd2 with some advantage. 

11 de 

(a) 11 c5?? ed and Black won a 
pawn in Cording—Hawes, corres. 
1979. 

(b) 11 d5 4d4 (11 ... Be7 is 
less logical when this centralising 
move is available.) 12 @xd4 (12 
&xd4 ed 13 Axd4 He8+ and now 
14 ge2 drops the c-pawn, whilst 
14 Ace2? is strongly met by 14... 
Wi6é or 14 .,.. Wha) 12 ... ed 
13 @xd4 2h6 (13 ... Me8+ 14 
He2!?; for 14 ge2 see 11 e2) 
14 Hal (14 Bbl He8+ 15 ge2 
af: 14 Sed Bes? or 14... 
2xcl) 14... He8+ 15 ge2 Axc4. 

(c) 11 Re2 HeS8!? (11 ... {5 12 
d5 Se7 is again less logical) gives 
White two principal options: 

(cl) 12 d5 @d4 13 Axd4 ed 14 
2xd4 Rho (14 ... Axc4?! 15 
&2xg7 Sxg7 16 Wd4+ He5 17 f4 
wh4+ 18 g3 Wxg3+ 19 edi 
Wwh4) 15 0-O (15 Hal @xc4; 15 
bl @f of 15 ... Ses «. 
weS!? 16 Wd3 Sf5 17 wf3 wd2 
18 &xb6 ab. White’s pieces resem- 
ble a house of cards. 

(c2) 12 de de 13 c5 e4!? 14 Ags 
&xc3+ 15 Hxc3 AdS5 16 2c4 
“Axe3 (16... Axc3) 17 Rxf7+ (17 
Wxd8 @xg2+ 18 &f1 Axd8F) 


17... &g7 18 Wxd8 (18 Bxe3 
Wxdi+ 19 dxdi BeS5—+) 18... 
@xg2+ 19 ofl Bxd8& 20 dxg2 
h6 21 Ae6+ &xf7 22 Axd8+ 
@®xd8— +. 

ae de 

12 «ee AdT 

12...€413 Ag5S (13 Axe4 AdS; 

13 Wxd8 Bxd8 14 Ad2) 13... 
&xc3+ 14 be Dd5S 15 Axe4 Axe} 
16 Wxd8 @xg2+ 17 &xg2. 
White’s pawns are a mess, but 
Black is under some pressure. 

13 gcd Ad4! (36) 

An alternative plan, involving 

a kingside advance, was tried in 
Modr-—Neckaf, Prague 1983: 13 
... h6 14 0-0 @h7 15 Bed f5. 
Now White’s sacrifice was over- 
zealous: 16 Aeg5+? hg 17 AxgS5+ 
Bh8 18 Ae6 We7 19 Axf8 wxf8F. 
Instead, 16 Ad6 A6 17 Wad 
would have given White good 
prospects. 


14 Ded 
14 @xd4 ed 15 &xd4 We7+ 
(15... He8+ 16 Ae2 Wa5S+) 16 
Ae2 2xd4 17 Wxd4 De5 18 We3 
4-4 Kienast—Spiegel, Ingelheim 
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1989. A possible continuation is 
18... He8 19 2b3 2f5 20 0-0 
@d3 21 Hc3 wf8! 
iC re b6 
The plan with 14... h6 is again 
a little cumbersome, leaving [7 
rather weak: 15 0-O &h7 16 ®d6 
wf6 17 gxd4 ed 18 b4+. 
15 2g5 
15 2d5? Axc5 16 Bxc5 (16 
&xa8 Axf3+ 17 Wxf3 Ad3+) 16 
.» be 17 Qxa8 #a6%. 


} sas we7 
16 e7 £b7! 
17 —s 6 


17 &xf8 &xe4 gives Black 

reasonable compensation. 
1 =. wWxc6 
18 Hegs 

18 2xf7+? Axf7 19 Bxc6 wins 

the queen for too much material. 
ie 3s fh8 
19 $633? 

19 Axf7+? Hxf7 20 2xf7 loses 
to 20... We4+ 21 fl 2a6+ 22 
gi De2+ 23 Hh2 wi4+, whilst 
two messy lines are 19 &xf7 
@xf3+ (19 ... Ac5) 20 gf and 19 
&xf8 Bxf8 20 0-0 £hé!? 

The text allows the exchange 
sacrifice in overwhelming circum- 
stances. 


| rere Acs 
20 ge4 whb5! 
21 &xf8 axf8 


White can now only prolong 
the struggle by desperate measures 
(Zxc5), but instead opts for a 
quick and violent finish: 22 &xb7 
Ad3+ 23 ed2 Axf2 24 Axd4 
wd3+ 25 gel Axdl 26 Exdl 
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We3+ 27 De2 wxg5S 28 Bfl f5 
0-1. 


Klovan—Bagirov 
USSR Ch (Alma Ata) 1969 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Db6 5 ed cd 6 Af3 267 Re2 297 

8 0-0 

8 g2e3 0-0 9 Abd2!? (9 Bc3 

224!? 10 h3 2xf3 11 &xf3 Ac6 
12 b3 f5! 13 Wd2 e5 14 de de 15 
&xc6 be 16 Wxd8 BHaxd8 17 Hdl 
e4 18 Ae2 Hd7! was fine for Black 
in Klovan—Vasiukov, USSR Ch 
1966.)9... &£5 (9... Ac6 10 d5!?) 
10 a3 (10 0-0 e5) 10... eS 11 d5 
®8d7 12 0-0 Bc8 13 h3 hS 14 
Bcl Ac5 15 Ab3 e4 16 Afd4 2d7 
17 wd2 f5 18 @Axc5 dc 19 AbS 
&xb5 20 cb Wd6 21 2f4 wfi6 22 
Xc2 gh7 23 Hdl Hf7 24 b4 c4 
25 d6 c3 26 We3 We6 gave Black 
good play in Gobleja—Kengis, 
Daugava Club Ch 1989. 

5 oS 0-0 

9 £63 

9 b3 Dc6 10 2b? is rather a 

peculiar idea. 10 ... &g4 (10... 
d5 11 cS @d7 12 Hc3 e5 13 de 
@Adxe5S 14 AxeS5 gxeS5 15 2f3 
&e600 SDO) 11 Wd2 (11 Da3 e6 
12 h3 &xf3 13 &xf3 d5 14 wd2 
Wh4 15 Bfdi dc 16 &xc6 be 17 
&xc4 Axc4 18 be Bfd8+ Novak-— 
Pytel, Poland 1971) 11 ... e6 (A 
nuance of move order; after the 
immediate 11... d5, 12 c5 Ac8 13 
b4 could follow, rather than the 
knight being ostracised to a3.) 12 
a3 d5! 13 Bfdl (13 c5 Ac8) 13 
... dc 14 Axc4 Axc4 15 be Wh6 


16 Hab1l 2f5 17 2d3 2xd3 18 
wxd3 fd8+ Karpov—Vaganian, 
Leningrad 1969. 
err 
10 &c3 

10 Dbd2 bolsters the f3 knight, 
but is rather a passive move. This 
suggests Black should strike in the 
centre without delay. 

(a) 10... 2g4?! 11 dS Be5 12 
@Axe5 &xe2 13 Wxe2 Rxe5 14 
@f3 2g7 15 Madi Ad7 16 b3+ 
Bronstein—Bagirov, Leningrad 
1963. 

(b) 10... 2f52! 11 dS Ab4 (11 
... DeS!?) 12 2d4 2h6 13 &c3 
&c2 14 Wel 2d3 (Gipslis—Vasiu- 
kov, Leningrad 1968) 15 2xd3 
@xd3 16 We2+. 

(c) 10... e5!? 11 de (11 d5 d4) 
1f ... de 12 &c5 Be8 13 De4 
wxdi! 14 Baxdl Ad4! 15 Axd4ed 
16 2f3 Axc4 17 Rxd4 DAxb2a0 
Klovan—Ovanesian, Tallinn 1968. 

(d) 10... d5 11 c5 Dd7 12 wb3 
(12 Ab3 e5 13 de Adxe5=) and 
Black must now decide how far to 
push the e-pawn. 

‘(d1) 12 ... e6 poses White the 
problems of finding a plan. Prob- 
ably Zacl, Bfdl is the right way 
to begin, since the knights then 
have more flexibility. The queen, 
rather awkwardly placed on b3, is 
still discouraging ... e6—e5. Here 
are two examples of how White 
should not proceed: 13 &2b5 h6 
14 2xc6 be 15 2f4 Be8 16 Bfel 
{6 17 Wce2 g5 18 2e3 ADf8 19 Ab3 
e5 20 h3 e4 21 h?2 f5 with an 
overwhelming position for Biack, 


Ac6 


Hultqvist—Hjorth, corres.; 13 B fet 
h6 14 Hadl g5 15 h3 Afé 16 Dh2 
&d7 17 a3 b6 18 cb ab 19 Bcl 
Wb8 20 2b5 Hc8F Hasan-— 
Hecht, Nice ol 1974. 

(d2) 12... e5 seems most logical, 
but is perhaps a little drawish. 13 
de (13 Wxd5 ed 14 @®xd4 Axd4 15 
2xd4 @xcS!) 13 ... DAdxeS 14 
@xe5 ®xe5 15 Bfdl (15 2d4 
Be8) 15... Ag4 (Maybe best is 15 
... d4!? 16 Df3 and now either 16 
... Axf3+ 17 2xf3 2e6 or 16... 
Ac6!?) 16 &xg4 2xg4 17 f3 Reb 
18 Wxb7 Hb8 (18 ... Wec8!? 19 
Wxce8 Zfxc8 20 Hacl 2xb2 21 
&c2 2g70 Hultqvist— 
Lundgren, corres. 1981) 19 Wxa7 
Exb2 20 2b3? (20 Zabl d4!; 20 
c6! wh4!? may offer White some 
advantage.) 20 ... Wh4 21 We7 
Rh6! 22 2d4 (22 We5 He2 23 f4 
&g7) 22... 2f4 23 wxf4 Bxg2+ 
24 &xg2 2h3+ 25 gl wrxf4 
26 Bd2 Me8 27 c6 Wxf3 28 c7 
Be4 0-1 Nicevski-Jansa, Athens 
1969. 

20 a6 xg4 
11 b3 d5 

11... e6, to meet 12 Wd2 d5 13 
c5 not with 13... Ad7 14 Hacl 
&xf3 15 2xf3 f5 16 De2+t, but 
13... Ac8!, is a good idea, except 
that White can take advantage of 
the situation with 12 h3! xf3 13 
&xf3 d5 (13... Wf6 14 De2 d5 
15 c5) 14 cd!. Black then has 
problems after either 14... Axd5 
15 Axd5 ed 16 Bci+ Maric— 
Hulak, Novi Sad 1974, or 14... 
ed 15 a4 a5 16 AbS+ Minic— 
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Kovacevic, Zagreb 1974. 

ViiwveS 12 ds Sais (12... eT 
13 Bcl AS 14 2g5+) 13 2x3 
Ad4 14 Le2 is quite pleasant for 
White, since ... f5 will be strongly 
met by f4. 

Z «<c 


Ac8 (37) 


13. b4 

13 h3 is rather illogical. 13 ... 
S@xfsed4 WxfF c6ul5 Bel (15 
Ebl 8e7 16 g4 e5!; 15 b4 a6 16 
b5?! ab 17 AxbS A8e7 18 225 
Wa5 19 2xe7 Axe7 20 wWd3 Ac6 
21 a4 b6!F 22 cb? Wxb6 Toran- 
Korchnoi, Uppsala 1956; 15 wd2 
A8e7 16 AbS?! AS! 17 Rg4 a6 
18 &xf5 ab 19 2c2 and now 
Browne—Fischer, Rovinj Zagreb 
1970, became unclear after 19 ... 
a3? 20 b4!; instead 19... b4! was 
positionally winning, as Fischer 
realised, presumably a little too 
late.) 15 ... A&Be7 16 HAe2 AS= 
Schmidt—Jansa, Marianske Lazne 
1962. 

13 Bel e6 14 Wd2 &xf3 15 
&xf3 A8e7 16 De2 b5!? 17 a4 b4 
18 2h6?! @xh6 19 Wxh6 Af5S 20 
wf4 hS 21 g3 wf6 22 Bfdl was 


86 Exchange Variation 


Roski—Nikolaiczuk, Porz Open 
1986. Black could now have struck 
with 22 ... Acxd4! 23 Axd4 e5 24 
wd2 @xd4 25 gxdS Had8 26 
&g2 Af3+ 27 &xf3 Hxd2 28 
Exd2 wxf3 29 c6 3c8 30 c7 
Wwb7—+. 

13 Wd2 e6 14 Had! A8e7 15 
@h4 Lxe2 16 Axe2 b6! White 
has d4 well protected, but cannot 
reply with bS here: swings and 
roundabouts! Kuijpers—Kavalek, 
Beverwijk 1967, continued 17 Hcl 
Hc8 18 b4 bet 19 Bxc5 (19 de 
d4; 19 be 4a5) 19... Wb6 20 a3 
Abs! 21 Rg5 f6 22 ge3 Ad7 
23 Rxc8 Bxc8 24 Bcl wa6 25 
Bxc8+ @xc8 and White’s weak- 
nesses were acute. 

13 Del 2xe2 14 Axe2 b6! 15 
Ecl e6 16 Wd2 be 17 Zxc5 Wbh6é 
gave Black satisfactory play in 
Hubner-Timman, Sarajevo (2) 
1991: 18 Wc3 Ab4 19 Ad3 Dab 
20 Ec6 Wb7 21 We2 Ae7 22 Bc3 
Hfc8 23 Bel Bxc3 24 Wxc3 Bc8 
25 Wd2 Hxcl+ 26 Wxcl Wc6 27 
Wd2 }f5 28 g4 Dh4 29 Del 2f8 
30 &g5 &2b4 31 We3 gxel 32 
&xh4 2b4 33 Af4 2f8 34 DhS 
gh 35 Wg5+ @h8 36 wf6+ 4-4. 

136 ssn a6 

An interesting new idea in 
Moroz—Palatnik, Kherson 1989, 
was to omit ... a6, possibly to play 
it with greater effect later (eg. 
when a knight on a4 interferes 
with the support of the b-pawn): 
13... &xf3 14 &xf3 e6 15 b5 
(15 Zbl invites transposition to 
the main line, but more consistent 


with Black’s idea is 15 ... b6!? 16 
b5 a5 and now 17 c6 gives Black 
the d6 square, whilst 17 a4?! 
allows 17 ... a6!, breaking up 
White’s pawns.) 15 ... a5 16 
&e2 b6 17 wd2 (In view of the 
threat of 17 ... be, White must 
make one concession or another.) 
17 ... a6 (Good, now that 18 a4 
drops an exchange. Instead 17... 
be 18 de d4 19 Hadl e5 20 De4 
gives Black rather a cumbersome 
pawn centre.) 18 HZacl be 19 dc 
ab 20 Axb5 Ac6 21 Ad6 A6e7 22 
@xc8 wxc8 23 c6 We7 24 ’c5 
ReS 25 g3 2d6 26 &bS Hfc8 
27 2e3 Ha3 28 Bc2 Hb8 29 2d3 
e5 30 Bfcl d4 31 a2g5 AdS 32 
ge4 Ac3 33 2g2 Bba8 34 2f6 
Xxa2 35 h4 Hxc2 36 Bxc2 Re7 
37 2xe7 Wxe7 38 BHb2 Zc8 39 
Rb7 We6 40 Wb2 @g7 (40... e4 
41 Hd7) 41 Bh2 d5 42 2h3 
Wxc6 43 &xc8 Wxc8 and an 
ending resulted which White was 
able to survive. 

The immediate 13 ... e6?! gives 
White the advantage after 14 b5 
@a5 (14 ... &xf32? 15 be Rxe2 
16 cb+ —) 15 4d2! 

Note that the b-pawn is 
defended tactically: 13 ... Axb4?! 
14 Bbl Dab 15 Rxa6+. 13... a6 
has the point that 14 a4? fails to 
14... Axb4 15 Bbl a5, so White 
must defend the b-pawn directly 
in order to advance further. 

14. Zbl 

14 Wd2 e6 15 Sfdi D8e7 16 - 
Hel 2xe2 17 Axe2 AF5 18 AF3 
h6 19 a4 He8 20 b5 Da5 21 We3 


@c4 22 Dd2 DAcxe3 23 fe eS5!F 
was an excellent demonstration 
of Black’s optimum strategy in 
Westerinen—Hort, Leningrad 
1967. 

14 Wb3 e6 15 Bfdl D8e7 16 bS 
a5 17 Wb4 ab 18 Axb5 Dec6 19 


Wel ®c4# Zuidema—Hort, 
Orebro 1966. 

ey oe e6 

15 a4 DB8e7 


15 ... b6!? 16 bS ab 17 ab HaS 
18 Sad (18 c6 is very double- 
edged, since Black’s knights then 
have superb prospects.) 18 ... Ac4 
19 2f4 &xf3 20 &xf3 Wh4 21 
g3 Wf6 gave Black good counter- 
play in JanoSevic—Knezevic, Kral- 


jevo 1967. 
16 .b5 ab 
17 ab axf3 


17 ... HaS5!? is best met by 18 
AeS Bxe2 19 Wxe2 2xe5 20 de 
@f5 with unclear play. Instead 
Van Baarle—Van der Tak, Ghent 
1986 continued 18 £b4?! @f5 19 
Bel (19 2g5) 19 ... &xf3 20 
&xf3 Dc4 21 b6 BaS! 22 AbS5 
Ac6 23 2a4 wi6 and the d-pawn 
was doomed. 

18 &xf3 
19 e2 

19 225 h6 20 &xe7 Wxe7 21 
a4 (21 wd3 wg5 22 Bb4 Hc4 
23 mxc4 dc 24 wxc4 Bad8 25 
dl wf4 was an intriguing, but 
unconvincing exchange sacrifice in 
Janosevic—Gheorghiu, Skopje 
1968) 21... Ac4 22 Hb4 Bad 23 
&e2 2d8 24 b6 wh4 25 c6 be 26 
&c5 8b527 BxbS cb 28 b7 Bb8!+ 


Aad 
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is old analysis of Boleslavsky’s. 
a ALS 
20 wd2 h6 
20 ... Acd 21 Axc4 de 22 
We2 &xd4 23 Hfdl eS 24 gxd4 
followed by 25 Wxc4 is promising 
for White, but a decent alternative 
is 20... Axe3 21 fe 2h6 22 AF3 
(22 Bb4!?) 22... f5 23 Bb4 g5 24 
a4 g4 25 Bfl wgs 26 Bf4 We7 
27 fl Weg5 repeating, as in 
Krzyszton—Ekstrom, corres. 1972. 
21 = fdl He8 
22 ~—iwb6 (38) 


22 x&b4 is 


an alternative 
approach, intending Ma4—b6. 
Fienisch—Matthey, corres. 1982 
continued 22 ... e5 23 de d4 24 
&xd4 Axd4 25 Bxd4 We7 26 f4 
Ab3 27 We3 Axd4 28 wxd4 Bed8 
29 Ad5 and White had more than 
enough for the exchange. 

After 22 b6, White threatens 
&b5-c7, so Black must hit back 
in the centre. After 22...e5 23 Ab5S 
Black has two ways to capture on 
d4: 

(a) 23... ed 24 2f4 Be5!? (24 
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... Ac4 25 We2 Da3 26 Bxa3 
Hxa3 27 2c7 Wg5 28 2b5 Ec3 
29 we2 Dh4 30 2g3 Bc8 31 c6+) 
25 smxeS Bxe5 26 Dc7 Bcd 27 
Wxa5 Hxe2 28 Wb5 Bc2 29 Ebcl 
has generally been given as good 
for White, but 29... Bxcl 30 Excl 
Wg5 threatens ... Dh4, eg. 31 
Hel? Dh4 32 He8+ Gh7! 33 
g3 Mxe8 34 Axe8 Wcl+ 35 wl 
@f3+ 36 &g2 Del+ 37 Phil 
d3—-+. 

(b) 23 ... Axd4 24 2xd4 (24 
“cT Dac6 25 2b5 Axb5 26 Bxb5 
d4 27 2xh6 He7 28 2xg7 }xg7 
29 ®xa8 Wxa8 gave White an 
unimportant material advantage 
in Wagner-—Packroff, corres. 1982) 
24... ed 25 Ac7 Ac4! 26 Rxc4 
(26 Wel Ab2!? 27 Exb2 d3 28 
“xe8? Wxe8 29 Hbbl deF was a 
postal game Mende—Demian, but 
28 Hxd3 improves.) 26 ... de as 
analysed by Boleslavsky, gives 
Black fine compensation. 

However, Klovan and Bagirov 
found a simpler solution to the 
problems of this complicated posi- 
tion. 


saat 
rime 


Geller—Vaganian 
Moscow 1985 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
g6 5 g2e2 227 6 0-0 0-0 7 c4 
Ab6 8 ed cd 

A rather unusual, though per- 
fectly feasible move order. White 
could now play 9 h3 c6 10 “@c3 
to avoid 9 ... 224, but Geller, 


apparently, was not too concerned 
about this possibility. 


9 &c3 Ac6 
10 h3 $f5 
11 f4 h6 


With this move, Black prepares 
12 ... e5, by preventing 2g5 in 
reply. Naturally, Black has other 
options. 

(a) 11 ... d5? is ineffective here 
since 12 cS “c4 does not hit a 
bishop on e3. Karpov—-McKay, 
Stockholm 1969 continued 13 b3 
4\4a5 14 Hcl b6 15 cb ab 16 Wd2 
Ab7 17 AbS Bc8 18 Bc3 Wd7 19 
Efcl f6 20 2c7!+—-. 

(b) 11... He8 12 Ecl e5 (Else 
13 d5) 13 SeS wes (13 ... eee 
14 @xf6 Wwxf6 15 de de 16 c5 is 
very comfortable for White.) 14 d5 
(14 de?! de 15 c5 Ac8 16 AdS e4 F 
Buchner—Paulsen, Bundesliga 
1980) 14... Ad4 15 Axd4 cd 16 
“b5 and White wins a pawn. 

(ec). 11 ... ded l2ciclvetals de 
(13 @g5!2) 13... de 14 2g5 f6 
15 2e3 Ze6 16 AbS e4 17 Afd4 
@®xd4 18 Wxd4 fS5= Archvadze— 
Suetin, Novosibirsk 1971. 

(d) 11... e5 12 2g5 We8!? 13 
Re37! (13 de) 13 ... Ab4 14 de 
@xc4 15 &xc4 Wxc4 16 Wxd6 
Bfd8 17 WeS WxceS 18 &xc5 
Ad3+ 19 ga3 a6 20 g4 Seb 21 
Habl Af4 22 Sh2 Bd3 23 og3 
xe5 24 Ebel 2c7 25 Sadi 
Had8 26 Rxd3 Exd3 27 Hdl b5 
0-1 L. Cooper—Mortazavi, Oak- 
ham 1990. 

12 el 
Vaganian suggests the pawn 


sacrifice 12 d5 Aa5 13 Ad4 Baxc4 
14 b3 BeS 15 BxfS gf 16 wd2, 
though no one has_ been 
sufficiently convinced to try this 
out in practice. 

12 wd2 g5 13 £e3 (13 2237! 
d5 14 cS Sc4 15 Wel e6! 16 b3 
@4a5 17 Hdl b6+F 18 Wa3 be 
19 Wxce5 He8! 20 AbS5 Bf8F 
Ghinda—Ghizdavu, Timisoara 
1972) 13... d5el4 c5 (l4eayxd5?! 
@xd5 15 cd Wxd5 16 Hacl Bfd8! 
17 &c4 Wed4!> (threatening ... 
&xh3) L. A. Schneider—Alburt, 
Reykjavik Open 1982) 14... @c4 
15 &xc4 dc 16 d5 (16 Bfdi) 16 
.. Ab4 17 h4 (17 2d4 f6 18 2e3 
Rd3+ Faibisovich—Bagirov, 
Kiev 1970) 17... &d3 18 hg! hg 
19 axg5 @xd5!F 20 Bfel f6 21 
2h6 @xc3 22 &xg7 Sxg7 23 
Wxe3 Bh8 24 Sd4 4-4 (24... 
Sf7 25 He6 wd5 provides strong 
threats on the h-file.) Adorjan— 
Eales, Groningen 1970. 

1 ca e5 

Having defended the c3 knight, 
White was threatening 13 d5 (13 
.. a5? 14 b3). 

13 aes 

The illogical 13 de?! de 14 2¢3 

2d4 gives Black the advantage. 


ISP dis e4 
14. Ad2 d5 (39) 
Varying from 14... Be8 which 


brought him success in Karpov— 
Vaganian, Leningrad 1969. 15 
&b3?! dS 16 cd Ab4!F 17 wd2 
A4xd5 18 AcS Axe3 19 fe Wg5 20 
hil Bad8 21 Bc2 Wg3 22 Wel 
Ad5 23 Axd5S Hxd5 24 2b5 Bc8 
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25 ga4 b6 26 DAxe4 Axed 27 
Bxc8+ @h7 28 Bc2 Bh5 29 gl 
Exh3 30 &xf7 Wh2+ 31 @fl 
Whi+ 32 Se2 Wxg2+ 33 Hf2 
we4+ 34 d2 Bhi 0-1. 15 g4 is 
certainly an improvement, when 
Black must go ‘all-in’ with 15 ... 
wh4 16 gf (16 @h2 Axd4 17 
&xd4 gxd4 18 gf Re5+) 16... 
gf! 17 Ab3 £4. 

According to Vaganian, also 
pleasant for Black is 14... Axd4 
15 Adxe4 DBxe2+ 16 Wxe2 Hef. 


15 cd 4)xd5 
16 ®xd5 wxd5 
17 2c4 wd8 


The more active 17 ... Wd7? 
fails to 18 g4 Re6 19 dS &xd5 
20 Axe4. 

18 45? 

Although very risky, 18 g4 was 
essential. 18 ... &c8!? 19 @xe4 
Aa5! 20 ge2 f5 21 AcS wh4 
followed by 22 ... b6 gives Black 
a strong attack for just one pawn. 


[Seu Ae5 
19 gc5 Hes 
20 = 2b5 &d3! 
21 = =&xe8 Wxe8 
9) = ¢ 9 Axc5 
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23. ~Exc5 e3 
24 Wel 

24 Hel and 24 We2 both lose 

on the spot to 24... &d4! 
pee ed 
25 Wwxd2 We5! 

Two bishops generally over- 
power rook and pawn, especially 
here where coupled with a cen- 
tralised queen aiming at the white 
king. The game finished 26 Hel 
Wd6 27 Becl Hd8 28 wa5 2d4 
29 Hcdl 2c5 30 Wa4 Weg3 31 
He8+ Hxe8 32 Wxe8+ og7 33 
Hd2 &xh3 34 We4 2f5 35 wed 
Wd6 36 a3 2b6 37 Wc3+ Hh7 
38 b4 h5 39 g3 ge4 0-1. 


Sigurjonsson—Alburt 
Reykjavik 1982 


1 e4 Af6 2 e5 |d5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Abo 5 ed cd 6 Ac3 g6 7 h3 297 
8 Sf3 0-0 9 ge2 Ac6 10 0-0 
2f5 

11 = 8e3 d5 

12 ¢5 

12 g4?! ge4! 13 Ags hé! 14 

Agxe4 de 15 cS Ad5 16 Axe4 £5 
17 gf gf 18 2c3 f4 19 2c4 e6 20 
Wxg4 fe 21 Wxe6+ #h8 22 Axd5 
ef+ 23 Bxf2 Bxf224 Sxf2 we5!F 
E. Holland—Burgess, Muswell Hill 
1989. 

| Dare Acad 

13. &xc4 

13 &cl does not work with 

Black’s pawn on h7: 13... b6 14 
g4)! @c8 15 b3 be! 16 be cd 17 
@Axd5 d3+ JanoSevic—Hort, 
Skopje 1969. 


13 22 de 
14 wad (40) 


4 wae e5!? 

This excellent move has caused 
this line’s popularity to plummet, 
since White seems barely able to 
obtain equality. The older move 
14... &d3 is probably adequate, 
though Black must play with 
extreme care: 15 Hfdl Wa5(15... 
Axd4? 16 Axd4 2xd4 17 Bxd3!; 
15... f5 16 dS Be5 17 Del f4 18 
&d4 We8 19 Axd3 cd 20 gxe5 
RxeS 2) Wedt; 15... 65 1685 
@d4 17 Aei!+; 15 ... We8!?) 16 
Wxa5 4xa5 17 Del (17 b4!? Dc6 
18 b5 Db4) 17... 2f5 and now: 

(a) 18 Hacl Ac6 19 g4 2d7 20 
d5 Ab4 21 b3 cb (21... Axa2!? 22 
@xa2 choo Dvoretsky—Bagirov, 
Tbilisi 1973) 22 ab e6!= Bagirov. 

(b) 18 d5 hS (18... b5!2) 19 Bact 
Hac8 20 f3 Bfd8 21 g4 hg 22 hg 
&d7 23 Sf2 fS!= 24 g5 e6! 25 
c6?! be 26 de &xe6 27 &xa7 


Xxd1 28 Bxdlc5! turned out well - 


for Black in Pritchett-Schmidt, 
Pula 1975, 


(c) 18 g4 2d7 19 f4 (Alburt’s 
recommendation 19 d5 can be met 
byd9..ceGsord9 ..0f5!2)419... £5 
20 g5 e6 21 Af3 Bfd8 22 d5!? ed 
23 £d4 2e6 24 DbS gave White 
good compensation in Conoval- 
Balendo, corres. 1979. 

1S Efdl 

At first sight it appears that 15 
Wxe4 is simply good for White, 
but after 15 ... ed 16 Bfdl 2c6! 
the queen has no especially good 
square. 17 Wad4 (or 17 WbS5) is 
strongly met by the easily over- 
looked 17 ... 2d7!. Therefore the 
queen cannot remain in touch with 
d4; on 17 We2 (or 17 Wf) Black’s 
most incisive move is 17 ... b6, 
since 18 cb? Wxbé6 is no good for 
White. 

A more obviously harmless 
move is 15 de. After 15 ... 2d3, 
16 225 f6 17 ef &xf6 18 2h6 
&g7 19 2xg7 Sxg7 20 Zfel 
Exf3! shattered White’s king pos- 
ition in  Vujakovic—Begovac, 
Oberwart 1981, whilst 16 H8fdl 
“)xe5 17 AxeS Rxe5 18 Bacl 
We8! (Bagirov) clearly gives White 
nothing. 

More intriguing is the piece sac- 
rifice 15 d5 Ad4 16 Del (16 Ad2 
&d3) 16... bS! 17 AxbS (17 cb 
Wxb6) 17... AxbS 18 Wxc4 (18 
wxbS Wxd5) 18... Bb8 19 @f3 
wf6 though Black’s kingside play 
is rather quicker than White’s 
pawn roller. 


TO) ica. Axd4 
16 @xd4 ed 
17 &xd4 axd4! 
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18 Wxed4 &xf2+! 

In this way Black maintains 
material equality and ensures 
counterplay against the white 
king. 

19 &xf2 wi6 

The most ambitious, though 19 
... Wg5 is perfectly adequate, an 
important tactical point being 20 
Ed6 Bfe8 21 Wd4 2e4!= Stoica— 
Hazai, Hungary 1976. 


20 wd4 wxd4+ 
21 =Bxd4 Hac8 
Probably the correct rook, 


despite leaving the a-pawn un- 
defended, since Black wishes to 
control the d-file in some lines. 
22 ~=~+»b4 

22 Hb4 Hfd8 23 Bdi Bxdl 24 
@xd1 Bxc5 25 Bxb7 Bc2+ gives 
Black at least enough play. 

ve b 


2 alm 6 
23, fds be 
24 ®#e7+ 


Black has rather the better of a 
highly tactical ending. Now 24... 
h8 would avoid the possibility 
of 25 @xf5+, but leave the king 
further from the action. 

AO sxe &g7 
25 @#xc8 

Naturally 25 @xfS+ gf 26 be 
2xc5 is unpleasant for White, but 
is a reasonable drawing attempt. 


25° aes cd 

26 ®xa7 Xd8! 
27 bs d3 
28 = a4!? 


28 b6 d2! 29 Hdl &c2 30 b7 
2xdi 31 Dc6 Vf3! 32 Axd8 diw 
and Black, a tempo ahead, wins. 
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2B six d2 
29s kdl! 

29 b6 Hd6! breaks the coordi- 
nation of White’s pawns with the 
knight: 30 a5 diW 31 Bxdi Bxd1 
32 b7 Bbl 33 a6 Red 34 Dc8 
&xb7—+. 

ore xe2 
30 ~e2 &xa4? 

Here Alburt missed a probable 
win with 30... He8+!, giving up 
the d-pawn to stop 4c6 gaining a 
tempo on the rook: 31 &xd2 
&xdl 32 }xd1 Gf6 33 b6 Leb 
34 a5 Sd6 35 a6 Sc5 36 b7 Sb6 
and Black stops the pawns. 

After the text the game finished 
31 Bxd2 Bxd2+ 32 Sxd2 2b3 33 
$d3 2d5 34 g3 222 35 b6 Sf6 
36 &d4 ge6 37 Sc5 Sd7 38 
AbS g5 39 Ad6 f5 40 AxfS5 2xh3 
41 Dh6 Re6 42 Sd4 Sc6 43 
eS &2b3 44 Sf6 Sxb6 45 
&xgs Sc5 46 Sf6 Sd4 47 Yg7 
3-4. 

Khmelnitsky—Palatnik 

Ukrainian Ch (Kherson) 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2 ec Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Abo 5 ed cd 
6 h3 

There are many move orders 
which reach the main-line position 
after ten moves, all with their subt- 
leties. 6 h3 cuts out any ... 224 
ideas, but makes a plan without 
a kingside fianchetto feasible for 
Black: 6 ... Ac6 7 Dc3 KFS 8 
&e3 e6 9 D3 Re7 10 Re2 0-0 
11 0-0 d5 12 cS Ac4 13 Axc4 de 
14 Wa4 £d3 15 Bfdl 2f6 16 


Bacil wWa5 is OK for Black. After 
6 &c3, however, 6 ... &f5 is 
brutally treated: 7 wf3! Wc8 (7... 
wd7 8 c5) 8 c5 de 9 de Wxc5 10 
wxb7 (or 10 &e3!?) guarantees 
White some advantage. 


G. a 26 

7 4#f3 2g7 

8 Re2 0-0 

9 0-0 A\c6 
10 Ac3 RAS 
11 —ags 


This move aims to provoke ... 
h6 before dropping the bishop 
back to e3, but gives Black fewer 
options than 11 &f4. 

Liveet h6 
12 Se3 

Instead 12 2h4 is unimpress- 
ive, After 12... g5 13 &g3 e5 14 
de (14 dS 4a5!?) 14... de 15 Bcl 
e4 16 Ad2 Be8 17 c5 Ad5 18 
@®xd5 wxd5 19 Ac4 wWxdl 20 
Bfxdl “@d4 Black stood well in 
Cuasnicu—Darcyl, Buenos Aires 
1983. 

me ce d5 


Karpov’s original idea in play- 
ing 11 £f4 h6 12 %e3 was to 
maintain a pawn on c4, using the 
weakness of h6 to gain a tempo in 
some lines. However, this plan 
brought only limited success. 13 
b3 de 14 be Bc8 (14... eS 15 d5 
e4 16 Ad4; 14... DaS 15 c5 
@DdS 16 AxdS Wxd5 17 Wd2 Ac6 
should just about equalise.) 15 
Eel Aa5 16 c5 Abed 17 RF4 and 
Black has two good methods: 

17... g5 18 223 b6 (18... Wd7 


19 Zel!? intending He5) 19 axc4 
“@xc4 and now Karpov-A. Petro- 
sian, Rostov-on-Don 1971 fin- 
ished 20 We2? bc! 21 d5 (21 wxc4? 
edj-2! ..oekec3 22 Bxcd @bot 
4-4. Instead 20 cb is roughly level. 

17... e5 was Boleslavsky’s idea, 
to undermine the c5 pawn (now 
we see the reason for 14... Bc8) 
18 AxeS5 AxeS5 19 Bxe5 fxe5 20 
de &xc5 21 [4 (21 wa4?! wb6 22 
Wi4 Wb2 23 We3 Efc8 and White 
was getting pushed around in 
Beliavsky—Jansa, Sukhumi 1972.) 
21... Wb6 22 wd4 Bd8 23 We3 
Ec6 24 Wxb6 Exb6 25 Hfdl just 
about maintained the balance in 
Domankusiv—Fauth, corres. 1986. 

In this line Black can dismantle 
the pawn centre quite easily and 
one feels that it is White who is 
trying to equalise. 

13 ass Ac4 
14 g&cl 

This is the new idea from the 
Ukraine! After the natural 14 
axc4 dc, the move ... h6 turns 
out to be fairly useful. 15 wd2 
does exploit the weakness, but 
puts the queen on a bad square: 
15 ...c@d3 16 difel- 25 17 b3 15 
18 be &xc4 Sher-Schmidt, Riga 
1976. After 15 Wa4, as in the line 
after 11 @e3, Black can try 15... 
ad3 onels.... €5. 

(a) 15... 2d3 16 Bfdi waS 17 
wxa5 ®@xa5 18 Bel (18 b4!?) 18 
... &F5 19 Zd2 (19 g4!7) 19... g5 
gave the bishop some squares in 
Stean-Timman, Islington 1970. 
There followed 20 Had! Bfd8 21 
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dS 8d7 22 Dc2 Zad8 23 Ab4 e6 
24 g4 2d3 25 d6 Bc8 26 Aa4 
Re4 27 2d4 Dc6 28 wxg7 
Sxg7 29 Bel f5 30 Dxc6 Bxc6 
and Black won by creeping in on 
the queenside. 

(b) 15...e5 16 Bfdl (16 de AxeS 
17 AxeS gxe5 18 &xh6 wh4 
gives Black a useful attack; 16 
wxce4 ed 17 Bfdl 2e6 18 wad?! 
2d7!) 16...ed 17 Axd4 Axd4 18 
Rxd4 2xd4 19 wxc4 @xf2+ 20 
@xf2. Now 20 ... wf6 is Sigur- 
jonsson—Alburt, with some useful 
extra room for the black king, whilst 
20... Wg5 21 Bd6 Hae8 22 wd4 
Re4 23 Dxe4 Wi4+ was also 
perfectly satisfactory in Dvoret- 
sky—Arkhipov, Moscow 1979. 

14 xs b6 
1S “b3 be!? 

Black logically blows open the 
long diagonal. The safer, but less 
ambitious 15 ... A4a5 was played 
in Brodsky—Palatnik in a later 
round at Kherson 1989. With 
accurate play Black survived, 
though after 16 cb ab 17 e3 
2e4 18 Hcl 2xf3 19 2xf3 e6 
20 DAbS Wd7 21 Re2 Afc8 22 
wd2 h5 23 gf4 2f8 24 Hc2 gb4 
25 We3 De7 26 Bxc8+ Exc8 27 
g4 hg 28 hg Dec6 29 Sg2 2f8 
30 2h6 We7 31 Khl White still 
maintained pressure. 


16 ~=be cd 
17. &xd5 (41) 
| iy A se e6 


The first tactical point is that 
17... d3 fails due to the weakness 
of Black’s kingside: 18 %&xd3 


94 Exchange Variation 


&xd3 19 Wxd3 gxal 20 &xh6 
227. With a pawn at h7, White 
would have insufficient compen- 
sation; without it, Black seems lost. 
One strong possibility is 21 2g5!? 
intending Hel or We4—h4 (21... 
f6? 22 Wxg6!+—), but Khmelnit- 
sky’s preference has been 21 &xg7 
@xg7 22 We3+ and now: 

(a) 22... Sg8 23 Bel! (Threat- 
étiee24) Iixe7) 23»...aads QD... 
He8 24 Ags e5 25 wis wxg5 
26 @f6+ wins.) 24 We3 Wxa2? 
(Khmelnitsky analysed 24 ... &g7 
25 @d4 Hac8 26 Axc6 Bxc6 27 
Wd4+ f6 28 Bxe7+ Bf7 29 Be8 
with Wh4 and a devastating attack 
to follow.) 25 Wh6 Wb2 26 HeS! 
1-O Khmelnitsky-S. Kozlov, 
Naberezhnye Chelny 1988. 

(b) 22 ... f6 23 AgS wd6 24 
AcT! Sg8 25 DAge6 Efc8 26 cS! 
Wd7 27 Wce2! De5! 28 Hdl we6 
29 f4 Bxc7 30 Axc7 Wxc7 31 fe 
and Black had survived, but only 
to a hopeless ending, in Khmelnit- 
sky—Pesotsky, Kiev 1989. 

18 a3!? 

Brodsky—Khmelnitsky, Khar- 
kov 1988 featured the less strong 


18 @b2?! ed 19 Axd4 Axd4 20 
&xd4 gxd4 21 Wxd4 de and a 
draw was agreed. 
ae Xe8 
18 ... d3 fails to the simple 19 
axd3 2xal 20 &xf8 2xd3 21 
wxd3 ed 22 cd &xf8 23 Hxal 
Ab4? 24 wd4+—-; 18... ed 19 
2xf8 2xf8 20 cd Wxd5 21 
2d3+ Palatnik. 
19 #f4 e5 
19 ... WaS lacks appeal due to 
20 g4!? 2e4 21 2d6 and 20 2d6 
e5 21 Ad5 e4 21 Dh?. 
20 =Ad5 d3! 
21 6x3 2xd3 
Black is correct to take off the 
light-square bishops: 21 ... e4 22 
Red ef 23 cbxid Was “aa.. 
&2xal?! 24 Wxal 4e5 25 Shi!+ 
Khmelnitsky) 24 2d6 eS. 
22 ~wxd3 e4 
23. We3 ef 
24 wxf3 “eS! 
24... &xal? 25 Hxal De5 26 
wf4 (Khmelnitsky) leaves Black 
helpless. 
25. wh3 
‘25 We2 EZc8 26 Bacl Bebé (26 
.»» Bxc4? 27 De7+!) 27 De3 wa5!? 
is fine for Black. 


25 ae Eb8! 

26 Wad Xc8 

27—s Xacl wh4! 

28 = B fel Xe6 

29. ~Wxa7 Exc4 

30. De7+ @h7 (42) 
31 whb8? 


A serious mistake in mutual ° 


time trouble. 31 Wa8! _h5 32 Wg8+ 
transposes to the game. However, 


Black could now play 31... Bxe7! 
32 &xe7 (32 Exc4 loses to 32... 
®f3+ or 32... Axc4.) 32... Bxcl! 
with the point that 33 &xh4? 
Exel+ 34 Gh2 Hf3+ 35 gf 
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&e5+ picks up the queen. 


31 h5? 

32 We8+ &h6é 

33 -He3 Hxe7 

34 =Exc4 wxe4 

35 &xe7 1-0 on time 
After 35 ... Wcol+ 36 &h2 We7 


37 £4 (37 g3? We7 38 f4 AL3+!—+ 
and not 38... Ag4+? 39 hg Wxe3 
40 g5 #) 37... Wxe7 38 fe, Black 
can secure a draw with 38 ... 
WeS followed by 39 ... &xe5+ 
(Palatnik) or 38 ... &xe5+ 39 
@hil WeS! 40 Hel wf2, since 
41 wWfi8+ Hh7 42 wb4 wg3 43 
@gl?? allows 43 ... 2c3—+. 


6 Four Pawns Attack without 


6... 406 


The Four Pawns Attack is White’s 
most ambitious system against the 
Alekhine. White sets up a large 
pawn centre, claiming a substan- 
tial spatial plus. Once developed, 
White intends that this will pro- 
vide cover for an attack. 

Black’s play must therefore be 
extremely purposeful. Two main 
courses of action suggest them- 
selves: to attack the pawn centre 
immediately, or to restrain the 
pawns while preparing to chip 
away at them, generally with f6, to 
reduce White’s space advantage. 

The second method is generally 
introduced by 5 ... de 6 fe Dc6, 
considered in the next chapter. 

The immediate assault on the 
centre generally involves ... c5. 
The subject of the last three games 
of this chapter is 5 ... de 6 fe 
c5, which leads immediately to 
immense tactical complications. 

But first we deal with unusual 
lines for Black, and the attempt to 
place bishops on f5 and b4, before 
striking with ... cS. 


Pisa Ferrer—Bagirov 
Barcelona 1984 


1 e4 Af6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 
Abo 5 f4 (43) 


a 215 
5 ... g52! is something of a 
curiosity, but some of the better- 
publicised ‘refutations’ are not so 
clear. 


6 wh5!? de (6 ... gf 7 dS or 7 
&xf4!?) 7 cS! AdS (7 ... Wxd4!?) 
8 fe Af4 (8 ... Db4) 9 Bxf4 gf 10 
&c4 e6 11 Ae2 Ac6 12 Abc3 with 
an assault on f7 in Durao—Pomar, ’ 
Madrid 1982. 

6 ed Wxd6!? (6 ... gf?! 7 de! 
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nwxc7 8 Hc3 e5 9 de Ac6 10 axf4 
£e6 11 Ded! 2b44+ 12 Of2+ 
Tringov—Planinc, Varna 1970) 7 
4\c3 (7 cS?! We6+ 8 We2 Ad5 9 
ifg 2g7 is roughly level due to the 
rweakness of d4; 7 2e2 c5 8 Ac3 
Wxd4 9 Wb3 Sc6 10 Af3 wd8 
11 fg 2f5 12 0-0 Ab4 13 Del 
“Wd4+<2 Blackstock-Trangmar, 
‘Oxford 1970) 7... gf (7... Ac6) 8 
&e2 c5 9 Ab5 should be good for 
White. 

5... 26 6 Dc3 £e7 7 Re3 
0-0 (7 ... de 8 de!?+; 7 ... £67! 8 
ed ed 9 c5! D6d7 10 ac4 c6 11 
f5!+ P. Biicker—Westerinen, Bun- 
desliga 1985) 8 cS! (8 AF3 2e6!?) 
8... dc (8 ... H6d7 9 Af3 e6 10 
h4 dc 11 dc We7 12 h5 Bd8 13 
We2 b6 14 Sg5 2a6 15 Axh7! 
@xh7 16 hg++ @g8 17 gf+ 
wxf7 18 0-O-O &xfl 19 Wh7+ 
$f8 20 f5! gxg2 21 fe Wxe6 22 
Bhfl+ &xfl 23 Bxfl+ Afo 24 
Sh6 2xh6+ 25 Wxh6+ He8 26 
Bxf6 wg4 27 e6 Wgl+ 28 gc2 
We2+ 29 ob3 Dd7 30 wh5S+ 
1-0 Minasian—Gukasian, Armen- 
ian Ch 1987) 9 dc A6d7 (9 ... 
Wxdi+? 10 &xdl 46d7 11 
4d5+—) 10 h4! c6 (10 ... hS 
11 e6!) 11 hS5 WaS. Here Rogers 
recommends 12 Wa4! Wxa4 13 
&xa4+. Instead Rogers—Depas- 
quale, Australian Ch 1985 con- 
tinued 12 a3?! 2d8! 13 Wa4 Wxa4 
14 DAxa4 OFf8!? 15 h6 Bh8 16 
@f3+. 

5... de 6 fe 26 7 Ac3 297 (44). 
White has three reasonable tries 
for advantage: 


(a) 8 Df3 should probably be 
met by 8... c5 9 d5 (9 de!?) 9... 
&g4 (compare 6... cS 7 d5 g6). 
Instead 8 ... 284 9 cS Ad5S 10 
2c4 e6 11 0-0 Axc3 12 be 0-0 
13 Wel is assessed as + by Nunn, 
eg: 13 ... Me6 14 @g5 Wd7 15 
wh4 hS? 16 h3 @xf3 17 Bxf3 b6 
18 2b5 WdS 19 2xc6 Wxc6 20 
Se7 Hfc8 21 Bafl We8 22 g4 
1-0 Vajs—Marinkovic, corres. 
1977. 

(b) 8 cS Ad5 9 2c4 c6 (9... 
4xc3 10 be 0-0 11 Af3 Ac6 12 
0-0 Ha5 13 2d3 b6 14 2a3 Reb 
15 We2 Wd7 16 Ag5+ Suetin-— 
Ledger, Hastings Challengers 
1990/1) 10 Af3 O—-O 11 0-0 b6 12 
Wb3 e6 13 2g5 Wce7 14 Bed 
2a6 15 &xd5 &xfl 16 Rxeb6oo 
Spassky—Graf, Bundesliga 1989/90. 

(c) 8 2e3 0-0 (8 ... c5!? 9 de 
wxdi+ [9 ... A6d7!? 10 e6 fe 
11 @f3 WaS Zvara—S. Bucker, 
Prague 1991] 10 Bxdl ®6d7 11 
@Ab5 Dab 12 e6 fe 13 b4 0-0 
14 a3 e5oao Larsson—Nordstrom, 
corres. 1976) 9 Af3 (9 h4 h5)9... 
c57 (9... Ac6 10 Hcl 2g4 11 h3 
Sxf3 12 gf e6 13 h4 h5 14 Hed 
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“\d7co ~—s Bergstrom-—Nordstrom, 
corres. 1976) 10 dc A6d7 11 e6 fe 
12 ge2! (12 Wc2 WaSoo) 12... 
wa5 13 0-0! AxcS 14 Wel! 2f6 
(14... Ac6 15 Wh4) 15 Hdl Dc6 
16 Dg5! &g7 17 Wh4 Hh8 18 
EB xf6! ef 19 Aged Axed 20 Wh6+ 
f7 21 Dxe4 We7 22 Dxf6 He7 
23 Sfl AfS 24 Axh7 2d7 25 
Bxf5+ 1-0 Van der Kleij-Hoek- 
stra, corres. 1984. 

5... &f5 is an idea generally 
attributed to Trifunovic. In our 
main game Bagirov uses it as a 
transpositional tool to reach the 
line 5 ... de 6 fe 2f5 7 De3 €6 8 
Af3 2b4 9 Re3, while avoiding 
the unpleasant possibility of 9 
&.d3!. 

6 Ac3 

6 2d3 2xd3 7 Wxd3 de 8 fe 
c5! is fine for Black: 9 d5? e6 10 
Ac3 wh4+; 9 Af3 e6 10 Ac3 (10 
0-0) 10... cd 11 De4 We7 12 b3 
Ac6 13 0O-O Ad7= Orev—Kupka, 
Albena 1971. 

Sas 
7 £e3 

7 ®f3 would thwart Black’s 
intentions, since on 7... de 8 fe 
&b4, 9 2d3 would follow: 

9...c5 10 0-0! cd 11 Ded Acb 
(TE... 0-0 T2 ies ytd aes 
We7 13 a3! 2f8 (13... h6!?) 14 c5 
&xe4 15 cb 2xf3 16 Wxf3 ab 17 
Haci h6 18 2d2 Bc8 19 whS!+ 
Honfi—Hazai, Hungarian Ch 
1974. 

9... 224 10 0-0 Ac6 (10... c5 
11 He!) 11 cS! &xc3 (11... AdS 
12 Be2!) 12 be Ad5 13 Wel Dde7 


e6 


406 


(13... 0-0? 14 &2g5 Wd7 15 
&xh7+!) 14 Bbl Bb8 15 Hgs 
&2f5 16 &xf5 @xfS 17 We4 wd7 
18 d5!+  Velimirovic—Martz, 
Vrnjacka Banja 1973. 

9 ... 2xd3 10 Wxd3 c5 11 
0-0! cd (11... h6 12 Ae4!; 11... 
&xc3 12 be h6 13 Ad2! B8d7 14 
Ae4 0-0 15 Af6+ gf 16 ef Dxf6 
lf 2xh6+— Lutovinov— 
Kuuksmaa, corres. 1975) 12 De4 
6d7 (12 ... 0-0 13 DegsS g6 14 
@xh7! xh7 15 Dg5+ og7 16 
Wh3 2h8 17 8xf7+ Gg8 18 
Bh7!+—; 12... Ac6 13 cS Bc8 
14 AfgS AxeS 15 Wb5+ + —; 12 
... h6 13 cS Dc8 14 Wb5+ Ac6 
15 Wxb7+—; 12 ... A8Bd7 13 a3 
@cS 14 AxcS RxcS5 15 Ags+ 
Vetemaa-—Tseitlin, Parnu 1973) 13 
Afgs AxeS 14 Wg3 Abd7 15 af4 
Wb6 (15 ... Ag6 16 Axf7!) 16 
&xe5 f6 17 2d6! fg 18 2xb4 
wxb4 19 2d6+ Se7 20 BI7+ 
Sd8 21 Wxg5+ c7 22 DbS+ 
c8 23 Hafl b6 24 Bxd7 }xd7 
25 Wxg7+ 1-0 Ivkov—-Timman, 
Amsterdam 1974. 

* However, the point of Black’s 
move order is that 7 ... Aa6é is 
possible: 8 2e3 (8 ed Ab4!7) 8... 
c5 9 2e2 (9 Hcl de; 9 d5 Ab4 10 
Eci de 11 AxeS5 £6: 9 de de 10 a3 
Re7) 9... Re7 and now: 

(a) 10 0-0 0-0 11 dc (11 wd2 
cd!; 11 dS Ac7; 11 Bcl de 12 fer 
cd 13 Axd4 226 14 Acb5? Ad7! 
1S 2f4 DacS! 16 Ac3 whélF 
Urzica—Hazai, Pula 1975) 11... 
dc 12 Wel We8 13 wf2 a4 14 
Adil Hd8 15 b3 Ab6 16 Ac3 
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c8 17 Bel f6= Milev—Schmid, 

oscow 1956. 

(b) 10 de de 11 a3 0-0 12 Wb3 

d7 13 0-0 Bad8 14 Bfdi we7= 
15 h3 @c8 16 Ad2 Abs 17 g4 
£26 18 Hd57! ed 19 cd 2d6! 20 
FS RxeS 21 fe WxeS 22 £92 
_ £02! Yudasin—Barkovsky, Len- 
jingrad 1984. 

of res de 

7... Da 8 ed! cd (8 ... Ab4? 9 
cS Bc2+ 10 {2 Dxal 11 de+—) 
'9 Df3 Re7 10 Re2 0-0 11 Hcl! 
(11 O-O Bc8 12 b3 Hd5!) 11... 
@d7 12 b3 Bc7 13 0-0 d5 14 c5 
“@b8 15 b4 a6 16 a4 was good 
Sarajevo 1970. 

7... Re7 8 D3 0-09 2d3!+ 
leaves White’s central superiority 
unchallenged. 

8 fe 
9 £3 

9 a3? 2xc3+ 10 be Wh4+ 11 
2f2 We4+ wins a pawn in view 
of 12 We2 Dxc4! 13 Wxe4 Axed 
14 gxc4 &xg2 and 12 e2 
Wxg2! 13 2f3 Wg6 14 &xb7 
Zed. 

9 whb3 can be met by 9... a5, 
since 10 a3? a4 11 Wxb4? (11 wdl 
&xc3+ 12 bc Wh4+) 11... Dc6 
12 Wc5S 4d7 traps the queen. 

9 ge2 cS 10 dc A6d7 11 wd6 
4c6 12 @f3 wa5 13 Ad4 Axd4 
14 &xd4 Hc8+ Ugolik—Bagirov, 
Sochi 1971. 

9 2d37! gxd3 10 Wxd3 c5 11 
0-0-0 cd 12 &xd4 Ac6> Bagi- 
rov. 


ab4 


ee c5 (45) 


10 whb3 

10 a3 can be met by 10... 
2xe3+ 11 be Ac6 12 ge2 0-0 
13 0-O AaS 14 Dd2 226, when 
15 mf4! Bc8 (15 ... (6) 16 h4 h6 
17 hS &h7 18 Bg4 Gh8 19 Wel! 
is recommended by Bagirov. More 
ambitious is 10... cd!?: 

(a) 11 ab?! de! 12 Wxd8+ (12 
AbS!? Ac6 13 Ad6+ Sf8 14 
2d3 AxeS 15 AxfS Axf3+ 16 
wxf3 wxd6 17 0-O ef 18 cS wd4+ 
Bagirov) 12 ... @xd8 13 0-0—0+ 
ge7 14 c5 a5!—+ 15 cb ab 16 
2d3 2xd3 17 Bxd3 Hal+ 18 
&b1 Bc8+ 0-1 Miulescu-Ghiz- 
davu, Romania 1972. 

(b) 11 &xd4 2xc3+ 12 &xc3 
wxdi+ 13 Bxdl a4! 14 Hcl 
&c6 15 2e2 ge7!+ Ghizdavu. 

(c) 11 Wxd4 Wxd4 12 &xd4 
2xc3+ 13 2xc3 (13 be?! 46d7) 
13... Da4 14 2b4 Dxb?2 (14... 
Ac6?! 15 0-0-0!) 15 Ad4 and 
now rather than 15... @d3+7?! 16 
gxd3 gxd3 17 @b5+ or 15 
ws ACH 16 Axc6 be 17 2d6+ 
Ostojic—Marovic, Yugoslav Ch 
(Umag) 1972, SDO’s 15 ... a5!, 
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breaking the coordination of 
White’s minor pieces, looks fine: 
16 Axf5 ab; 16 2d6 2g6 17 DbS5 
Hab; 16 2c5 226 17 AbS Dab 
18 Dd6+ ve7; 16 AbS Hd7; 16 
&c3 Da4; 16 2d2 2g6 17 AbS 
0-0 18 @c7 Ha7 19 £e3 b6 20 
&xb6 Bb7 21 c5 Ad7. 

10 ge2 Dc6 11 0-0. Now: 

(a) 11 ... &xe3? 12 be 0-0 13 
Wel gives White the advantage 
after either 13... Hc8 14 dc! Hd7 
15 Ad4! or 13... 2g6 14 Adil cd 
15 cd De7 16 Wb4 2e4?! (Parma— 
Hecht, Berlin 1971) 17 d5!+ —. 

(b) 11... 0-O!? 12 de Bd7 (12 

. &xc3!?) 13 Dad AdxeS 14 
Axe5 AxeS 15 Wh3 Rg4! 16 
Had! waS 17 &xg4 Axgd 18 a3 
wWe7 19 Bf4 Axe3 20 Wxe3 Wcb!= 
Krasnov—Kimelfeld, Moscow 
1972. 

(c) 11... ed 12 Axd4 Axdé4 (12 
... £26 13 Axc6 be 14 Wel!?) 13 
&xd4 (13 Wxd4?! Wxd4 14 gxd4 
0-0-O0F) 13... &c2! 14 wd2 Bc8 
(14... Aa4 15 wf4) 15 Shi (15 
b3 &c5; 15 wf4)15...0-0(15... 
“\xc4?? 16 Wxe2 Wxd4 17 Wa4+) 
16 b3 2c5 17 AbS Rxd4 18 
Axd4 (18 Wxd4 Wxd4 19 Axd4 
Red!=) 18 Axd4 26! (18 ... a6? 
19 2f3+) 19 &f3 (19 We3) 19... 
Bc7 20 We3 Bd7 21 Hadi a6 22 
Re4 Dc8! 23 Rxg6 hg 24 Hd3 
Wb6= Pritchett—Williams, Caorle 
1972. 

10 sk Dc6 

10 ... ed 11 Axd4 (11 Rxd4 
&\c6 12 0-0-0 0-0) 11... Wh4+ 
12 g3 (12 Rf2 We4+) 12... Wed 


4\c6 


13 of2 gxc3 14 2g2 wxd4 15 
&xd4 gxd4+ 16 Se2 D8d7 17 
Bhel &xe5 was also promising 
for Black in Marjan—Suba, Novi 
Sad 1974. Keene also gave 10... 
Dabo. 


11 de “d7 
12 0-0-0 0-0! 
13. _g4?! 

13 2d3!?0o is a better try. 
hee oxg4 
14 ge2 axfa! 


An improvement over Tal’s 
analysis, which ran 14... &xc5? 
15 De4 Sxe3+ 16 Wxe3 &xf3 
17 Bxd7! wxd7 18 Af6+!+—. 


15 &xf3 2xc5 
16 Med 2xe3+ 
17 +Wxe3 Aexe5S 
18 hel We7 

19 &d6 A xf3! 


The point: Black’s queen will 
cost White dearly. White has 
nothing better than the following 
combination, as 20 Wxf3 4e5 and 
20 AfS Wf6 21 Bxg7+ wh8 are 
no good. 


20 Sxg7+ &xg7 
2109 = —}@f5+ ef 
22 wrxe7 Ade5 


Black need only coordinate his 
pieces and avoid threats to his 
king. 23 Wxb7 Bfb8 24 We7 He8 
25 wa3 @xh2 26 Wh3 Ahg4 27 
whS Sg6 28 Ehl Sf6!F 29 Bf 
4e3 30 Bgl Bad8 31 b3 a5 32 
Wh2 Sg4 33 We2 Yg5 34 We3 
He5 35 a3 Af4 36 Sb! [6 37 wel 
Bd3 38 Sfl Bee3 39 Sa2 Bxb3 
40 c5 Bbc3 0-1. 
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Vetemaa-Shabalov 
Haapsalu 1986 


L e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 
\b6 5 f4 de 6 fe 
Gas c5 

Without further ado Black 
strikes at the weakest point of 
White’s pawn centre. This logical 
dea was first investigated by 
Argunov in the 1920s, but for 
much of the time since has been 
sonsidered refuted. Ljubojevic 
helped clarify various lines in the 
1970s, but only recent investi- 
gations by Latvian players have 
given the line an air of respect- 
ability. 

Clearly the Argunov Variation 
does not allow for half-measures. 
Matters come to a head very 
quickly, and both sides must play 
with the utmost vigour to prove 
their case. 

pms 

7 de?! Wxdi+ 8 &xd1l a4! 
gives Black the advantage, since 9 
b4 a5 10 a3 ab 11 ab fails to 11 
... Ac3+., 

7 #f3 has been tried, rather 
surprisingly, by Velimirovic. 7 ... 
cd 8 Wxd4 (8 Dxd4 e6) 8... Wxd4 
(8... Ac69 Wxd8+ Axd8 10 Ac3 
intends cS and AbS [Bagirov].) 
9 ®xd4 and now Velimirovic— 
Bagirov, Palma GMA 1989 con- 
tinued 9... Ac6 10 AbS! Sd8 11 
1c3! Axe5 (11 ... a6?! 12 2e3 
@®d7 13 0-O-O+) 12 2f4 Dbd7 
(12 ... Aexc4? 13 &c7+! Sd7 14 
2xb6 Axb6 15 0-0-0+ Sc6 16 


2e2+—) 13 0-0-0 [6 14 ge2 e6 
15 @xe5 fe 16 2f3 a6 17 DAd6 
&xd6 18 Hxd6 ge7 19 Bhd 
3b8 20 De4 B8 21 Ags ALG 22 
Hb6 h6 23 Ded Axed 24 Bxe4 
and Black was quite lucky to sur- 
vive the ensuing ending. Instead, 
9 ... e6 seems better, e.g. 10 Ab5S 
“a6 11 2e3 2b4+ 12 Ad2 0-0 
13 Axa7 Ad7 14 Axc8 (14 ABAbS 
4ac5) 14... Bfxc8. 
Jer e6 

An intriguing alternative is 7... 
g6. Black intends to castle and 
then attack White’s centre. After 
8 Dc3 2979 2f4 (9 DF37! 2g4 
gives all of Black’s pieces activity; 
9 £e3 0-—0!? is fine for Black after 
either 10 2xc5 A8d7 11 &xb6?! 
wxb6 or 10 Af3 2g4 11 axc5 
46d7.) 9... 0-0 10 wd2 e6, White 
must make an important decision. 

(a) 11 0-0-0 ed 12 cd 24 13 
Bel (13 @e2 2xe2 14 Wxe2) 13 
... 4 14 h3 2f5 15 g4 2d3 16 
2xd3 cd 17 Wxd3 Dab 18 d6 Bc8 
19 bl AcS 20 We2 He6 21 223 
Ac4 22 ALf3 wa5 23 Hcl £h6 24 
g5 &xg5 25 AxgS Axgs 26 hdl 
Bc5 27 h4 Ae6 28 HAe4 Wh5 29 
Wh2 8c6 30 h5 e3 31 Af6+ 
$g7 32 hg Excl+ 33 &xcl 
wWd3+ 34 dal Wxg6F 35 a3 DAd4 
36 Bgl DAf3 37d7 Axh?2 38 Des+ 
(38 @xh2 Hd8) 38 ... &h8 39 
&xh2 Ac2+ 40 Sbl Axa3++ 
41 Sa2 We6+ 42 xa3 Bxe8 43 
dew+ wrxe8 44 2f4 We6 0-1 
Ilinci¢— Marinkovic, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1989. A spectacular game, 
though not, of course, conclusive. 
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(b) 11 d6 @c6 12 Af3 Ad7 13 
wWe3 [6 14 0-0-0 fe 15 2hé6 (15 
&g5!?) 15 Ad4 16 &xg7 
xg7 17 Axe5 AS 18 Wel Weg5+ 
19 Hd2 and now 19... Ad4 leaves 
the game unclear; instead 
Klinger—Bischoff, Zug 1985 con- 
tinued 19... We3?! 20 Wxe3 Axe3 
21 Af3 Ab6 22 De4 AS 23 2d3 
&2d7 24 DegS h6 25 He2 hg 26 
Hxe3 Bf427 Axgs5 Axc4? 28 Axeb 
Re8 29 Bxe8! 1-0. 

7... g6 is a very logical and 
ambitious idea, though there is 
much analytical work to be done 
before any definite conclusions 
can be reached. 

8 Ac3 

8 d6? is a blunder, but after 8 
... Wh4+ 9 g3 We4+ 10 We2 Wxhl 
11 Af3, Black’s knights must co- 
ordinate properly to extricate the 
queen: 1] ... Ac6! 12 Abd2 Ad?! 
13 Sf2 AdxeS! 14 AxeS Wxh2+ 
15 2g2 Ad4! 16 Wdl 2xd6 17 
‘fl Wxg2+ 18 }xg2 2xe5 and 
Black had much more than 
enough material for the queen in 
Nekrasov and Tokar—Argunov and 
Yudin, Orenburg consultation 
1931. 

Siu, ed 

8... Wh4+ 9 g3 wd4 10 gd2! 
Wxe5+ 11 ge2 ed 12 Af3 gives 
White a powerful initiative, e.g. 12 

. We6?! 13 0-0 ge7 14 Hel 
0-0 15 cd; 12... Wd6 13 2f4 wd8 
14 0-0 d4 15 |bS Das 16 Dgs 
Meszaros—Blatny, Czechoslo- 
vakia 1952; 12... We7 13 cd £h3 
14 “gS Heiny—Vendl. 


(va) 


9 cd c4 (46) 

9 ... wh4+ 10 g3 wd4 is 
insufficient, though White must 
react with great vigour. 11 2b5+ 
(11 2f4 g5 12 &xg5 Wxe5+ 13 
We2 also gives Black problems.) 
11... 207 12 We2 Axd5 (12 .2 
a6?! 13 e6 fe 14 Wxe6+ 2e7 15 
&g5 left Black in a hopeless mess 
in Konovalov—Ignatenko, corres. 
1948.) 13 e6 fe (13 ... &xb5 14 
@®xb5 wbh4+ 15 2d2 Wxb2 16 
ef++ &xf7 17 whS5+ de6 18 
@f3 wxal+ 19 f2 and White 
wins [Panov, Estrin].) 14 Wxe6+ 
(After 14 @f3, the queen sacrifice 
14... Axc3! leaves the game very 
unclear.) 14... Ae7 15 DF3 and 
Black has no adequate defence: 

(a) 15 ... Wb4 16 BeS! (16 a3 
Waxb5!:; 16 We2 xb5; 16 
2xd7+?! Dxd7 17 Ags 0-0-0! 
18 Af7 Dc6 19 Axh8?! (19 Axd8 
)xd8) 19 ... Ad4! and the black 
pieces swarmed in on the white 
king in Dragomiretsky—Kaev, 
Sverdlovsk 1934.) 16... &xb5 (16 


.-. 206 17 2g5 Wxb2 18 2xc6+ 


be 19 0-0+—; 16... Wd4 17 225 
Ac6 18 Rxc6 &xc6 19 Axc6 be 
20 Hdl Wb4 21 0-0+—) 17 225 
Wxb2 (else O-O-—0 and wf7+ ideas 
win easily.) 18 AxbS Wxal+ (18 
... Wxb5 19 0-0-0+-—) 19 @f2 
Wxhi (19... Wb2+ 20 Se3 wxb5 
21 RXdl+—) 20 We8+ Axc8 21 
4\c7 mate! (analysis by Bryson). 
(b) 15... Wf6 16 We2! &xb5 
(16... a6 17 DdS Wd6 18 2c4+: 
16... Abc6 17 Ae4 Web 18 gc4 
W26 19 DAh4 2g4 20 Axg6 2xe2 
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21 Ad6+!+ — Ljubojevic—Mozes, 
Dresden 1969.) 17 Axb5 Dab 18 
2g5 wb6 19 0-0-0! Bd8 20 
Exd8+ xd8 21 Bdi+ gc8 22 
&f4 1-0 Balashov—K. Grigorian, 
Riga 1967. 


10 a3?! 
The main moves are 10 d6 and 
10 ®f3, which are covered in sub- 
sequent games. There are a few 


miscellaneous moves, most of 
which are unimpressive. 

(a) 10 &xc4?? wh4+. 

(b) 10 g3?7! @c5 11 &xc4? (11 
fF3 wg4 12 2g2) 11 ... Axc4 
12 Wa4+ 2d7 13 wxce4 @xeS 14 
we4 0-0 15 fl He8 was horrible 
for White in Tiirk—Giersiepen, 
Hamburg 1970. 

(c) 10 £47! gb4! 11 &xc4 
Axc4 12 Wa4+ Bc6! 13 dc Axb2 
(makes use of the bishop’s absence 
from cl) 14 cb+ @xa4 and Black 
wins. 

(d) 10 wd4?! Ac6 11 We4 Ab4 
12 a3 (12 d6?! g6! 13 AbS 2f5 14 
wxb7 wh4+ 15 de2 Red! 16 
AL3 wed 17 Dc7+ Sd7 18 Hd5+ 
e6 19 Ac7+ Sf5! (J. Adams] 
and the king is quite safe, so Black 


wins!) 12... A4xd5 13 Axd5 Wxd5 
14 Wxd5 Dxd5 15 gxc4 Ac7 16 
Re3 e6 and Black’s position 
was the more pleasant in Ciocal- 
tea—Ljubojevic, Malaga 1971. 

(ec) 10 e6 is an interesting attempt 
to expose the black king. 10 ... 
Rb47! 11 ef+ Sxf7 12 D3 Be8+ 
13 Re2 WxdS 14 Wxd5 Axd5 15 
0-0 b6, as in Levin—Chernin, 
Philadelphia 1982, gave White the 
strong option of 16 Ag5+! og8 
17 &h5 g6 18 2f3, when [6 
is particularly sensitive. Instead 
Black is advised to investigate 10 
--- fe 11 WhS+ g6 12 WeS Hg8 13 
de (13 Af3 227; 13 2g5) 13... 
Ac6 or 10... &c5 11 ef+ Sxf7 12 
}f3 He8+ 13 ge2 &g4, which 
both look fine for Black. 

(f) 10 2e3!? is a radical way to 
remove the threat to the dS pawn. 
10 ... &b4 11 2xb6 Wxb6 12 
wd2 0-0 13 |f3 2g4 14 h3 (How 
else to defend the e-pawn?!) 14... 
&xf3 15 gf Ad7 16 (4 BDcS 17 
0-0-0 De4 18 Wd4 Axc3 19 Wxb6 
Axa2+ 20 bl ab 21 &xc4 
A@c3+ 22 be &xc3 23 d6 Kad 
24 e6! gave Black problems in 
Aleksandrov-Shabalov, Riga 
1987. Van der Tak suggests that 
instead 19 ... ab 20 bc &xc3 21 
&c2 Ha3 gives Black good play, 
noting that 22 &xc4? Hc8 23 d6 
Bxc4 24 d7 2d4+ 25 Sd2 Has 
26 ¢d3 b5 is no good. More 
logical is 22 d6 b5 23 Bd5 b4 24 


‘Oxc4 2xe5 25 fe Hc3+ 26 Sb2 


Bxc4 27 Bcl Bxcl 28 dxcl Bd8 
29 gc2 &f8 30 Sb3 Se8 31 
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éxb4 d7 with a likely draw. 
Another possible improvement 
over the game is 21... g5!? to 
break up White’s pawns (22 fg 
2d6; 22 £5 2d6), since 22 Hhgl 
h8 23 Bxg5 allows 23... £e7. 
ane 2c5 
110 = —@éf3 0-0 

11... &g4 12 Re2 DB8d7 (12 
... 0-0) 13 2f4 (13 Bd4? Axe5 
14 2xg4 wh4+; 13 e6 fe 14 Dg5 
2f5 15 Bfl 2g6; 13 2g5 6 14 
e6 &xf3 15 ed+ @xd7 16 &xf3 
fg 17 We2+ [SDO] is roughly 
level.) 13... O0-O 14 We2 &xf3 15 
gf and now the simple 15... He8 
leaves Black on top. Instead Al 
Kindji—Wians, World Junior Ch 
1985 continued 15 ... Wh4+ 16 
223 wh6 17 f4 Bfe8 18 wd2 
#ad80o, though Black won in the 
end. 


12 2e2% = @f5 

13. 295 wd7 

14 wd2 h6 

15 2f4 a6 

16 0-0-0 ac8 

17 h3 Dad 

18 d4 axd4 

19 wxd4 = 65 

20 axed —s WS! (47) 


®c6 


Devastating. The queen is 
immune, as either capture is met 
by 21... Ab3 #. 

21 4md? 
0-1 


Axe3 


I. Clark—Burgess 
Weymouth Open 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 
Ab6 5 f4 de 6 fe c5 7 d5 e6 8 Ac3 
ed 9 cd c4 

10 d6 

A well-founded move. White 
blocks the development of Black’s 
kingside and menaces both Ab5-— 
c7+ and }f3, &2g5. The dark side 
of 10 d6 is equally clear: White 
makes yet another pawn move 
while undeveloped, loses control 
of c6 and e6 and leaves the central 
pawn duo less flexible. These con- 
siderations guarantee play of the 
utmost violence! 

ee Ac 

The most critical continuation, 
using the conceded c6 square to hit 
e5, but other moves are possible. 

“(a) 10... 2f5 11 AL3 DAc6 12 
&e2 wd7 13 0-0 0-0-0 14 £63 
2g4 15 Rxb6 ab 16 AdS Ybs 
17 Axb6 Web (Blau—Vogler, 1981) 
18 2xc4+—-. 

(b) 10... &e6 prepares to meet 
11 Ab5 with 11... Ad5S threatening 
a queen check on a5 or h4. Instead 
simply 11 Af3 4a6 is quite pleasant 
for White. 

(c) 10... g6 11 Af3 2g7 12 
&g5 f6 13 ef &xf6 14 2xf6 wxf6 
15 &xc4 Axc4 16 Wa44+ Ac 17 
wxce4 2e6 (17 ... Wxd6 18 0-0 
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leaves the black king in trouble: 
18 ... £e6 19 Bfel+—) 18 wes 
0—0 190-0 Zad8 20 Bad! allowed 
White to keep the extra pawn 
in Zude—Rihrig, W. German Ch 
(Bad Neuenahr) 1987. 

ll x2f4 

Alternatives: 

(a) 11 D3 2g4 12 afd gS! 
13 &xg5 (After 13 De4?!, Black 
should not resign, but play 13... 
gf! 14 Af6+ wxf6 15 ef 0-0-0 and 
slaughter White on the centre files, 
as in T. Paunovic—MrSevic, Yugo- 
Slavia 1982; 13 &g3 &g7 14 We2 
d7 15 0-0-0 0-0 [SDO] gives 
rather a messy position in which 
White’s collapsing centre and 
more exposed king ensure reason- 
able play for Black.) 13 ... Wxg5 
14 Axg5 &xdl 15 Bxdi Axes 
16 Db5 0-0-0 17 Dxa7+ Sbé8. 
Black has good play. 

(b) 11 @bS Wh4+ (Bronstein 
proposed 11 ... AxeS 12 Ac7+ 
d7 in 1973.) 12 g3 (King walks 
are a bad idea, e.g. 12 &d2? wf4+ 
13 &c2 2f5+ or 12 Se2? we4+ 
and now 13 @f2 @xe5 or 13 £e3 
224+ 14 AF3 DxeS 15 Bc7+ 
d8 16 Axa8 Axf3.) 12... We4+ 
13 We2 (13 &f2? is met not by 13 
... Wxhl? 14 @®c7+!4+-—-, but 13 
... AxeS! when 14 &g2 4d3+ 15 
@fl wf5+ picks up the knight, 
whilst on 14 4c7+ od8 15 2g2 
d3+ 16 &f1 wd4 17 We2 2xd6 
18 Axa8 He8 19 2295+ f6 20 wf3 
&g94 Black wins.) 13... Wxhi (13 
... Wxe5?! only gives Black one 
pawn for the exchange: 14 @c7+ 


Sd8 15 WxeS AxeS5 16 Axa8 
Dxa8 17 2f4 gxd6 18 0-0-0 
[SDO].) 14 2g5 (14 @c74+7! 
Sd8 15 225+ e7! gives White 
no real compensation for the 
rook after 16 de+ &xc7 or 16 
&xe7+ Dxe7 17 de+ xc7.) 14 
... {6 and now 15 ef+ @f7 or 15 
Ac7+ Sf7 16 e6+ Sg6 with 
a remarkably unclear mess of a 
position in either case. 
| ae 25 

Jepsen’s idea 11... 26 has the 
point that 12 ®b5?! Ad5 defends 
c7 with gain of tempo. 12 Af3 h6 
intends 13 ... g5. After 13 @Ad4 
@®xd4 14 wxd4 g5 15 2g3 287, 
Black has managed to develop, 
but the white centre remains intact 
to provide cover for a kingside 
attack. 

12 He4 

Instead 12 &2g3 &g7 leaves 
White’s centre crumbling, but 12 
Abs 2g7 13 DAc7+ Sf8 14 DAxas 
gf 15 Axb6 Wxb6!? 16 d7 Wb4+! 
is interesting. After 17 Wd2 &xd7 
18 wxb4+ ®xb4 19 Hcl b5 Black 
will have two good pawns for an 
exchange. A sharper line is 17 #f2 
wxb2+ (17... Wce5S+ 18 del 
wb4+ repeats moves; 18 
&xd7!2? 19 Wxd7 &xe5 is an 
interesting attempt to expose the 
white king.) 18 ®e2 (18 e2 
wb6+ 19 del &xd7! 20 Wxd7 
&xe5) 18... &xd7 19 Wxd7 Wxal 
20 Wc8+ Se7 21 wxb7+ &d8 
22 wxc6 wd4+. 

The most radical method 
against 12 AbS is the queen sacri- 
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fice 12 ... gf 13 Ac7+ Wxc7 14 
dc &b4+. Compared with the 
continuation below, the white king 
is less comfortable, but the c7 
pawn is a nuisance as it takes two 
tempi to round up. There can 
follow 15 $f2 &cS5+ 16 gel 
£e6 intending 17... Ad5 (instead 
16 ... 264+ repeats) or 15 e2 
&e6 again followed by 16... @dS. 
Black’s chances appear rather 
good. 


12 ; ef 
13. }fo+ Wxf6 
14 ef 2e6 (48) 


Black has succeeded in the stra- 
tegic aim of destroying the white 
centre, at the cost of some 
material. Queen versus pieces’ pos- 
itions are always very finely bal- 
anced: the queen is very strong 
at exploiting looseness, but if the 
minor pieces remain compact and 
well coordinated, the queen can 
end up flailing around uselessly. 

15 4f3? 

A natural developing move, in 
a position which calls for more 
radical measures. 15 e2? 0-0-0 


16 ®xf4? 2xd6 is worse still, but 
15 Wh! is critical. There can then 
follow 15 ... 2xd6 16 0-0-0 
0-0-0 17 }f3 and now: 

(a) 17... Bhg8? 18 Ags Bg6 19 
@xe6 fe 20 {7 Bf6 21 Wxh7 2e7 
22 Bxd8+ A@Axd8 23 We4 and 
Black’s position has disintegrated 
in Zude—S. Bucker, W. German 
Ch (Bad Neuenahr) 1987. 

(b) 17... Ab4? invites 18 Bxd6? 
@®xa2+ 19 bl Exd6 20 }xa2 
Ed5!, but fails to 18 Dd4+. 

ke} 17 .... C82. 

(d) 17 ... &b8!? removes the 
king from some irritating checks 
and vacates c8 for a rook to aim 
at the white king. An important 
point is 18 4g5?! 2f5 when Black 
is on top after both 19 Axf7 226 
20 Axd8 2xhS 21 Axc6+ gc7! 
and 19 Wxf7 Ab4. Instead 18 


&e2 c3! leaves the position 
genuinely unclear. 

| 0-0-0 

16 sge2 


The white king will come under 
pressure if he flees to the queen- 
side: 16 Wc2 2xd6 17 0-0-0 Ab4. 

WO ae 2xd6 
17 a3 

17 f1? AdS5. The text invites 
17... 2644+? 18 ab Bxdl 19 
Xxd1 with 20 0-0 and 21 Ag’5 to 
follow. 


i re Zhes 
18 wWe2 acs 
19 kdl Xxdi1+ - 


19 ... Hde8?! 20 b4oo. Now 
White should recapture with the 
bishop, though Black has excellent 
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play, e.g. 20 2xd1 2d5!? 21 wxc4 
&b6. After the knight reaches e3 
‘free of charge’ White’s position is 


grim. 
20 gxdi2!! = Ad5 
2b «Wel He3 
22 «wed Bxg2 
23—s Hel 


23 Sd) c30249b4 Ba2 25° bc 
Eal+ 26 Wbl Exbl+ 27 &xbl 
RdS—+. 

7 ee Dad 
24 =&d2? 

24 WeS 4b3+ 25 Sbl Bxe2?! 
26 Hxe2 2f5+ 27 Sa2 Acl+ is 
only a draw, but 25 ... b6 keeps 
the pressure on; it’s hard to find 
a move for White. As played, a 
beautiful mate arises. 


245s. c3 

25 »b4 ced+ 

26 &xd2 Ab3+ 

27) 63 2d4+ 

28 =d3!? 2c4# (49) 


0-1 


Minasian—Shabalovy 
Minsk 1990 


1 e4 D6 2 eS Ad5 3 c4 DHb 4 d4 
d6 5 f4 de 6 fe c5 7 d5 e6 8 Ac3 
ed 9 cd c4 


10 A}f3 

The standard move, posing 
Black the problem of which knight 
to pin. 

1D os &b4! 

Until recently, 10... 294 was 
automatically played here, but this 
gives White a number of continu- 
ations which make Black’s survi- 
val problematical. 

Il 2xc4 Axc4 12 Wa4+ Ad7 
13 Wxc4 &xf3 14 gf AxeS 15 We2 
(15 We4 Wh4+) and now Black 
should play neither 15... We7? 16 
0-O!+ Browne-—Nicevski, Skopje 
1970, nor 15 ... Wh4+ 16 dil 
Wd4+?! (16... &d6) 17 &c2, but 
15... Rd6!? 16 f4 Wh4+ 17 ed1 
0-0 18 fe Hae8 19 We4 wh5+ 20 
@c2 HxeS 21 Wd3 2b4 22 2d2 
Ec8 23 Sb3 Axc3 24 Bxc3 
Bxd5 25 We4 Bb5+ 26 gc2 Hed 
27 wd3 Bd5 28 We4 He5 29 wd3 
Bd5 4-4  Velimirovic—Barlov, 
Arandjelovac 1980. 

11 wd4!? 2xf3 12 gf 2b4 13 
2xc4 0-0 (The alternatives are 
less logical: 13 ... A8d7?! 14 BbS 
and 13... Oc6?! 14 We4+ fail to 
help Black, whilst the compen- 
sation Black obtained after 13... 
&xc3+ 14 be Axc4 15 Wxc4 
0-0 16 wd4?! 2d7 17 0-0 Abé 18 
di &c8 in Toledo—Segal, 
Fortaleza 1975 was mainly due to 
White’s 16th.) 14 Bgl! (14 &e3 
4c6 15 dc Wxd4 16 &xd4 Axc4 
17 cb Hab8 18 0-0-0 E&xb700; 14 
Rh6!? Axc4! 15 Wed g6 16 Wxc4 
2xc3+ 17 be He8 18 wd4 wi6l= 
Birtwistle-Burgess, Muswell Hill 
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1989) 14... g6 (14... Wc7? 15 6 
f6 16 2h6 Wxc4 17 Bxg7+ Gh8 
18 Hg8+! Sxg8 19 wgl+ 1-0 
Ljubojevic—Honfi, Catak 1970; 14 
... He8 15 2h6 g6 16 0-0-0 We7 
17 2b3 &xc3 18 be Bac8 19 
Sb2 Dab 20 d6 WeS5 21 e6 wxd4 
22 ef+ @h8 23 Bxd4+— SDO.) 
15 2g5 (15 &2b3? Dc6 16 Wed 
4xe5; 15 2h6? Ac6 16 Wed 
AxeS!? 17 Sxf8 wxf8 18 2b5 
WeS5!=  Gibbs—Stuart, corres. 
1OTT IS 0 WT C15 2, WESI16 
&b3 2c5 17 Wh4!) 16 2b3 2c5 
17 Wf4 is a well-known position, 
the assessment of which has 
changed greatly over the years. It 
seems that capturing the rook is 
fatal for Black, who therefore 
stands somewhat worse: 

(a) 17... &2xgl 18 d6 (18 Se2? 
We5!_+ 19 Hxgl Wxgl 20 2f6 
Wg2+! 21 ge3 Wxb2 22 $d3 
@8&d7 23 He4 Bac8 24 whé 
@xes+ 25 e3 Bc3+! 0-1 
Gheorghiu—Ljubojevic, Manila 
1973; 18 0-0-0?! 48d7 19 Bxgl 
WxeS 20 WxeS @xe5 21 Bd 
@xf3+ Griinfeld—Letzelter, Buenos 
Aires ol 1978) and now: 

(al) 18... We8 19 0-0-0 &c5 
20 e6! fe 21 WeS5 Be8 22 gh6 
Wd7 23 Ded Ac6 24 |f6+ wins, 
as analysed by Bronstein. 

(a2) 18... We6 19 0-0-0 trans- 
poses to (c) after 19 ... A8d7, 
whilst SDO gives 19... c5 20 e6 
A8d7 21 e7 when White regains 
the rook with an excellent pos- 
ition. 

(a3) 18... We5 19 Ded wd4 (19 


... Wb4+ 20 f14+—; 19... We3+ 
20 Wxe3 &xe3 21 2xe3 gives 
White far too much for the 
exchange.) 20 Hdl Wxb2 21 Af6+ 
(21 e6? &8d7 22 e7 Wxh2+ Griin- 
feld—Ljubojevic, Riga 1979) 21... 
@h8 22 Hd2 (50) and no matter 
which square the queen chooses, 
Black can only avoid mate at the 
cost of too much material: 


(a31) 22... Wb1+ 23 de2 A8d7 
(23... WES 24 Wh4 Wxe5+ 25 of1 
Wb5+ 26 dxgl WeS5+ 27 ¢$hi 
Wel+ 28 2dl) 24 wh4 hS 25 
&\xh5+— Moura-Rinaldi, corres. 
1983. 

(a32) 22 ... Wel+ 23 Se2 (23 
Rd1? Wed!) 23... WeS5 24 ofl 
Wel+ 25 gdl! @8d7 (25 
We4+ 26 dxglt+t) 26 &xgl 
We5+ 27 Shi Wxe5 28 wh4 h5 
29 @xhS gh 30 WxhS+ &g8 31 
Hg2+— SDO. 

(a33) 22... Wal+ wasa startling 
success in Grinfeld—Wiemer, 
Tecklenburg 1984 which con- 
tinued 23 e2? Ac6! 24 wh4 


4 


h5co, but Weidemann’s 23 gd! . 
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leaves Black defenceless, e.g. 23... 
28d7 24 wh4 wxe5+ 25 ofl hS 
26 @xhS gh 27 WxhS+ &g8 28 
E g2 etc. 

(b) 17... He8 18 2f6 A8d7 19 
Ae4! (19 d6 AxeS! 20 $f1 2xd6 
21 AbS Web 22 Axd6 Wxd6 23 
Hdl Wce6 24 gxe5 WbS+ was 
equal in a game I. Zaitsev— 
Shashin.) 19... Bxe5 (19... Axe5? 
20 Bxg6+!+—) 20 &xe5 AxeS 
21 Ye2! 2d6 and now in Bona- 
venture—Renaud, Le Havre 1977, 
White’s 22 Wh6? was rather reck- 
less. Natural play with 22 Hacl 
makes it hard for Black to 
demonstrate compensation. 

(c) 17... A8d7 18 d6 We6 (18 

. Wce8 19 0-0-0) 19 0-0-0! 
&xgl 20 Bxgl gives White rather 
too much compensation after 
either 20... Med 21-4c2-or 20... 
We5 21 Hel Bae8 22 e6. 

ldo Gell weS(11.... &b4 12 
0-O gives Black the unpleasant 
choice between 12... &xc3 13 be 
wxd5 14 wxd5 @Axd5 15 &xc4+ 
Ab6 16 2b3 h6 17 Ad4 2h5S 
18 e6+ — Boudre—Werner, Royan 
Open 1988 and 12...0—0 13 Hg5!? 
&xe2 14 Wxe2 h6 15 e6! which 
gave White a large advantage in 
Silakov—Bagirov, Baku 1969, 
since 15 ... hg 16 ef+ B&xf7 17 
Exf7 &xf7 18 We6+ f8 19 
&xg5 wins for White.) 12 gs! 
#f5 (12... &xe2 13 Wxe2 0-0) 
13 Bfl! (13 @h5 g6 14 W300) 13 
... £296 14 h4 h6 (14... h5 15 
&f4+ secures White’s centre in 
preparation for further advances: 


LSex: a6 I6ea8e45 ... 0-0 16 
2ehs 203 17 Med! or 1504. 
A8d7 16 e6 Af 17 d6.) 1IShS 2d3 
(15... @h7 16 Bxf7! D8d7 17 
Hxg7 @xe5 18 Axh7 Bxh7! 19 
Hg8+! 2f8 20 2f4+ Foisor.) 16 
&xd3 cd was S. Biicker—Fleck, 
Bunde 1985, which became 
unclear after 17 Wf3? 0-0 18 &xf7 
wWh4+ 19 g3 (19 dl #8d7) 19 

. Wh2 20 e6. Instead, Foisor 
proposed a sacrificial method of 
stripping the pawn cover from 
Black’s king while introducing the 
white queen into the attack: 17 
Bxf7! hg (17... AxdS 18 Wxd3!; 
17 ... DBBd7 18 Wg4 AxeS 19 
Wwe6+ 2e7 20 Exg7+) 18 Hxg7 
@xd5 (Neither 18 ... @f8 19 
&xg5 We8 20 wf3+ exg7 21 
2f6+ nor 18... A&d7 19 Bxg5 
Wb8 20 d6 AxeS 21 h6! gives 
Black much hope.) 19 Wf3 Ae7 20 
wf7+ d7 21 wd5+ and White 
even emerges with extra material. 

11 = =axed 

11 &g5 was Timman’s recom- 
mendation. 11 ... £6? 12 ef gf 13 
We2+ is clearly bad. Black cannot 
get by without the exchange on 
3: 11 .. dS: 12. es xs 
13 0-0-0 e7 (13 ... &xc3? 14 
Bxd5+—) 14 Abs Aaé 15 a3 
&c5 16 &xc4 0-0 17 b4 hé 18 
bc hg 19 AxgS Axc5 20 Ac7 Abs 
21 Axf7+—-. 

Instead, after 11... &xc3+4 12 
be Wxd5 play is sharp, but Black 
appears to survive. 13 Wxd5 (13 
&xc4?! wxdl+ 14 Hxd1 0-0) 13 
... Axd5 14 0-0-0 He7 (51) and 
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now White has two principal 
courses of action: 


(a) 15 &2xe7 Yxe7 16 &xc4 
224 (16... Ac6 17 Ags Bd8 18 
Axf7 Bxdi+ 19 Hxdi £e6 20 
&xe6 Sxe6 21 AgS5+ @xe5 22 
d7 won a pawn in Delnef—Jung, 
St. Ingbert 1985.) 

(al) Black survives after 17 e6 
2xe6 18 2xe6 (18 Hdel Ad7 19 
&xe6 fe 20 AgS AcS 21 Hhfil 
Haf8) 18... fe 19 Bhel (19 AeS 
Bf8 20 hel Hf5) 19... Hab 20 
@d4 Ac7 21 Of5+ &f6 22 Bd7 
@d5 (SDO). 

(a2) 17 BHhfl c6. Now SDO 
analyses extensively the rook sac- 
rifice 18 AgS &xd1 19 Bxf7+ Ye8 
20 Exb7 (20 &xdl? BHd8+ and 
21... Rd7: 20. Re7 Pes yt 
Exb7 Bf8 22 2b5 Bc8 23 Bxg7 
d8) but it’s not much of a win- 
ning attempt. 20 ... &a4 (Neces- 
sary, since the knight was threat- 
ened.) 21 Heb (21 Af7 Bf8 22 6 
De7 23 Dd6+ d8 24 Af7+) 
and now the safest for Black is 21 
... 2b8, when 22 “xg7+4 draws. 


Instead 21 ... AaS 22 Axg7+ 
$d8 23 De6+ Sc8 (23 ... 
Se8=) 24 Hc7+ b8 25 add 
He8 26 Hc5 Ab7 27 Bc4 2b5 28 
2 b4 a6 29 a4 Hxe6 30 &xe6 2c6 
(SDO) is a rather unclear ending. 

(b) 15 &xc4 Abc6 16 Bhfl 
224 17 h3 (17 &xe7 Sxe7 trans- 
poses to (a2) above; 17 Edel 2e6! 
blocks out e6 ideas and leaves 
Black with no problems.) 17 ... 
Sxf3 18 Bxf3 DxeS 19 2xf7+ 
@xf7 20 gxe7 Sxe7 21 Bel+ 
AeS! 22 HxeS5+ Gd6 23 Bfe3 
Had& intending ... Hd7 fully 
equalised in Bryson—Burgess, 
Edinburgh 1990. 

) eee &xc3+! 

Before Ree and Timman 
pointed out this move, theory con- 
demned 10 ... &b4 on the basis 
of 11... Axc4? 12 Wa4+ Dc6 13 
dc 2xc3+ 14 be bS Wb4 (15 WxbS5 
is also strong.) 15 ... a5 16 WeS 
Wd3 17 &g5 (Boleslavsky). 


12 be Axc4 
13. Wa4+ Ad7 
14. wxe4 Abb 
15 wb5+ 


SDO’s main line is 15 wf4 
wxd5! (15 ... Axd5?! 16 Wg3 0-0 
[16... Axc3 17 Wxg7] 17 &h6) 16 
0-0 (16 a3 Wd3) 16... 0-0 17 
a3 Hd8! (Black is prepared to 
give up the queen for two rooks 
in answer to 18 Zadl, so White 
must lose a tempo to gain the d- 
file.) 18 2e7 He8 19 Hadl We6 © 
20 &b4 Wf5 (Gaining more time, 
since a queen exchange clearly 
favours Black.) 21 Wh4 2e6 22 
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Ags W26 23 Hd6 Ac4 and Black 
is at least OK. 

lie se wd7 

169 Wxd7+ 

Other moves can be tried: 

(a) 16 WeS Wxd5 17 2a3 Wxc5 
18 &xc5 ge6 4-4 Kiundt-—Migl, 
Bundesliga 1987/8 was very in- 
sipid. Black could well have played 
on. 

(b) 16 Wb1!? (Coleman) 16 ... 
Wxd5 (16 ... Axd5) 17 0-0 (17 
Ra3 Oc4) 17 ... 224 18 a3 
0-0-0 (18 ... Ac4) 19 2d6 Dc4 
(19 ... &xf3?! 20 wf5+) 20 mdi 
(20 Dg5? Axd6) 20... Wc6 21 Ad4 
Ww b6. 

(c) 16 We2!? has features in com- 
mon with 15 wf4 above. 16... 
wWxd5 17 0-0 (17 2a3 Wed) 17... 
0-0 18 ga3 Bes: 

(cl) 19 AgS?! BxeS 20 wf2 (20 
Exf7? @e6) 20... Bxg5 21 Hadi 
Exg2+! 22 Wxg2 Wxg2+ 23 
Sxg2 Re6. 

(c2) 19 Zadl Wec4 20 Wc2 we4 
21 Bd4 Wg6 22 wf2 (22 We2!?) 22 
... £06 23 DBh4 whS 24 2d6 
EZac8 25 Wg3 Hc4 26 h3 and now 
26 ... h6! preparing 27 ... Zec8 
leaves Black on top. Instead in 
Rigo—Burgess, Arhus 1990, after 
26... Hec8? 27 2e7! (threatening 
28 2f6+—) 27 ... Bxd4 28 cd 
@h8 things were rather unclear. 

(c3) 19 We2!? h6 (To prevent 20 
“\g5) 20 Had! We6 21 2d6 wf5 
22 We2 2e6 23 Dd4 We4 24 wf2 
(24 Wxg4 2xg4 25 Bd3 Ac4) 24 
& gc425 h3(25 Biel @d5) 25 
... Wg5!? 26 Bfel AdS 27 Df3 (27 


cl @f4; 27 e6 fe 28 Axe6 Bxe6 
29 Hxe6 Axc3) 27... wfS 28 md4 
Eac8 29 Wd2 4bé6 left Black well- 
developed and structurally super- 
ior in Coleman—Burgess, Hastings 
Challengers 1990/1. 

After the exchange of queens 
there results an interesting semi- 
ending with an extra pawn for 
White. Black has _ excellent 


counterplay against White’s four 
weak pawns, aided by the oppos- 
ite-colour bishops. 

1G Yer &xd7 
Bc8 (52) 


18 &e3 

18 2d2 keeps the extra pawn 
for a while, but is rather passive. 
It seems that Black’s knight should 
go to c4. 

(a) 18... Aad 19 Bcl (19 Bbl!? 
b5) 19 ... &b5 and now White 
should avoid 20 @f2 &c4 21 
Hbl bS 22 Bhel a6 23 a3 2d5 
24 He3 od7 25 Rel Bch 26 Rd 
Bhc8+ (the centre pawns simply 
drop off) Verney—Burgess, 
Hastings Challengers 1989/90 and 
20 Ad4 2c4 21 Db3 Kxb3 (21 
... Qc5!2) 22 ab BcSF (SDO) in 
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_favour of 20 Hbi! a6 (20... 2a6!?) 
21 Ad4 Bc5 22 AxbS Hxe5+ 23 
$f2 Bf5+ (23... ab?! 24 Bel) 24 
&g3 ab 25 Bel+ when Black has 
some problems. 

(b) 18 ... Ac4! 19 0-0 Axd2 
20 @xd2 0-0 (Black should not 
regain the pawn at the cost of the 
initiative: 20... &xc3?! 21 Bacl+) 
21 Bf3 BeS 22 Be3 Bfc8 23 Becl 
b5 24 a3 Ed5 25 Ab3 Hc4 26 Bf 
h6 27 Ad4 Hc8 28 Hef3 Bxe5 29 
Bxf7 Hd8 4-4 Durao-Bagirov, 
Kusadasi 1990. 

[Se ss Xxc3 
19 &xb6 

After 19 $d2 Shabalov recom- 
mends 19... d5! as a little better 
for Black. Instead, 19 ... 2a3 20 
2xb6 ab 21 Hhbl 2c6 22 Bxb6 
@d7 23 Bd4 &xg2 24 Bel 
Hxa2+ 25 $e3 Ha3+ 26 £d2 
Ha2+ 4-4 was Shirov—Shabalov, 


Riga 1986. 
(Loe ab 
20 d2 Ec5 
20 ... Ha3= transposes to 


Shirov-Shabalov in the previous 
note; Shabalov mentions 20 ... 
Ecé6!?. 
21. = Ehbi b5 
After 21... 2c6 22 Bxb6 od7 
23 Habl, the b7 pawn is vulner- 
able. 


22 a4 0-0! 
23 ab £6 
24 Ha7 MS? 


D6 


Black plays for some clever tac- 
tics which turn out not to work. 
Necessary was 24... £b8 (play- 
able next move also, but then 
Black is fighting for a draw) 25 ef 
gf, and ... 2d5—d6 completes the 
destruction of White’s centre, 
whereupon Black has all the 
chances. 


25 Xb3 fe? 

26° + Maxb7 Re2+ 
27 &e3 2e6 
28 mds! 


White avoids 28 Ha3? 2c4 29 
Axe5 He2+ 30 d4 Bf4+ when 
Black wins. After 28 &d3!, Black’s 
best practical chance was prob- 
ably 28 ... e4!? when White must 
find some precise moves: 29 Hd2! 
ef! 30 Exc2 2d5! 31 Be7! (Note 
that 31 Bbc7? fg 32 Hxg2 2xg2 
33 d7 £h3 34 b6 Hd8 35 b7 
&xd7 36 Bxd7 Bxd7 37 b8’w+ 
f7 does not win, since Black 
will have a fortress when the rook 
reaches f6 or h6.) 31 ... fg 32 
Exg2!! gxg2 33 d7 £h3 34 b6 
and White wins. 

‘Instead, in the game, White was 
obliged to play a very strong 
exchange sacrifice: 28 ... &c4 29 
AxeS! 2xd3 30 Sxd3 Bxg2 31 
d7 Bxh2 32 Bc7 Bhi 33 b6 h5 34 
Bc8 Edl+ 35 gc2 Exd7 36 
Exf8+ &xf8 37 Axd7+ Ye7 38 
b7 1-0. 


7 Four Pawns Attack with 


6... Ac6 


In this chapter we consider lines 
in which Black aims to co-exist 
with the white pawns. Piece pres- 
sure is used to restrain the pawns, 
whereafter one strategy is to 
increase pressure on d4 with the 
aim of provoking some weakening 
to provide footholds for the black 
pieces. This is characterised by the 
moves 9... Wd7 and 9... gg4, 
the latter also aiming to disturb 
White’s king position. 

In the main line, Black, with9... 
&e7, prepares kingside castling to 
be followed by ... f6. After the 
exchange on f6, Black will aim to 
show that e6 is no more of a 
weakness than White’s d-pawn. 
The most popular option for 
White is to pre-empt this with 10 
d5. However, this exposes White’s 
king just as much as Black’s, and 
gives rise to positions in which it 
appears that a set has been thrown 
randomly onto the board. 
Chances appear roughly balanced, 
but much painstaking analytical 
work is still needed. 


Gdanski-—Hellers 
Champigny Junior 1984 


1 e4 }f6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 4 
Abo 5 f4 de 6 fe 
Gieere. c6 (53) 


7 £3 

7 £37! @g4 (7... &f5? 8 d5 
4\b4 9 Ad4) 8 e6 (Otherwise Black 
has simply gained a tempo over 
the 9... 2g4 line.) 8 ... fe 9 c5 (9 
&Re2 wd7! 10 cS AdS5 11 0-0 eS) 
9... Ad5! 10 2bS Wd7! 11 0-0 
(11 Dbd2 g6 12 Wa4 2g7 13 Ded 
&xe5 14 de De3!F 15 Wed 0-0! 
16 Wxe3 |b4!—+) 11... g6 12 
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wa4 (12 @bd2 Rg7 13 wad 
2xf3! 14 Axf3 0-0 15 De5 Bxe5 
16 de a6} Hort) 12 ... &xf3 
13 Bxf3 227 14 Shi Bf8 15 
Exf8+ xf8 16 Ac3 a6 17 2d2 
&b8 + Kalantar—Bagirov, Batumi 
1961. 
(are 25 
Rohde’s 7... h5 is liable to lead, 
after 8 Ac3 284 9 Hf3 e6, toa 
standard position with the extra 
move ... h5. It is not clear how 
this can help Black. 
8 Ac3 e6 
8... f6 is rather an outrageous 
move, probably best met by the 
pawn sacrifice 9 e6 Ab4 10 Hcl 
axe6 11 a3. 
The simplest reply to 8... Ab4 
9 Hcl cS is 10 AF3 e€6 11 Se2, 
considered under 9 ... Ab4 below. 
9 #f3 
This move brings us to the 
traditional main line position of 
the Four Pawns Attack.9... 2b4, 
the popular 9 ... 2g4 and 9 ... 
&e7, the main line, are dealt with 
in subsequent games. 
De “ees wd7 
9... Ab4 was one of Alekhine’s 
ideas. After extensive practical 
trials and analysis, it seems that 
Black cannot equalise. 10 Bel (10 
2g5?! g2e7 11 Bxe7 Sxe7! 12 
Ecic5 13 a3cd 14 Axd4 Ad34+!F 
Marjanovic—Agzamov, Belgrade 
1982) 10... c5 11 @e2! (11 2257! 
Re7 12 Rxe7 Sxe7!; 11 57! 
ed 12 cd ®4xd5 gives Black the 
advantage after 13 225 ge7 14 
&b5+ $f8! or 13 2b54+ 2d7 
14 £25 @xc3! 15 Bxc3 ge7: 


11 a3) gives Black three principal 
options: 

(a) 11... 2g4 12 0-0! (12 2g5 
Se7 13 &xe7 Wxe7 14 HDe4 
0—Ooco) 12... &xf3 13 2xf3 Axc4 
14 @f2 Axb2 (14... Wd7 15 Ded) 
15 Wb3 Dbd3 16 a3!+ is Bagirov’s 
recommendation, after which 
Black’s queenside in particular is 
faced with collapse, e.g. 16... Axcl 
17 &xcl or 16... Dxf2 17 Bxi2 
cd 18 ab dc 19 2xb7. 

(b) 11... ed 12 Axd4 2g6 (12 
.<¢ WOT? 13 c5!; 12 ... Weer 13 
0-—0!? and now 13... AxeS 14 cS! 
®Abd7 15 Axf5 ef 16 AdS+ is less 
disastrous than 13 ... @d7? 14 
@xf5 ef 15 BxfS5 g6? 16 Bxf7!! 
&xf7 17 e6+ &xe6 18 wd5+ 
@e7 19 Bfl+— Mikhalchishin— 
Agzamov, USSR Ch [Frunze] 
1981.) 13 cS! (Other moves are 
possible, but this recommendation 
of Levenfish’s seems by far the 
simplest and strongest.) 13... Dd7 
(13 ... &xc5 14 2b5S+ Sf8 15 
@Axe6+) 14 Wa4 Hd3+ 15 2xd3 
2xd3 16 Hdl 226 17 c6 with a 
large advantage. 

“(c) 11... &e7 12 0-0 (54) gives 
Black two dismal options: 
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(cl) 12... ed 13 Axd4 226 14 
a3 (14 DAdbS 0-0) 14... Ac6 15 
@xc6 be 16 Wxd8+ Bxd8 (16... 
@xd8 17 b4!) 17 Bfdi! 0-0 18 b4 
®d7 19 2f4 cS 20 bS |Ab8s 21 
&e3 Bc8 22 Hd2 left Black with 
a dreadful ending in Penrose— 
Mecking, Palma 1969. 

(c2)d2,...0-0:13 de!.(13 a3).13 
... AdT 14 a3 Dc6 15 b4 DAdxeS 
(15 ... AcxeS 16 AbS Red 17 
4)d6 &xf3 18 gf+ Verdci-Stadler, 
Subotica 1974) 16 AbS! (16 AxeS 
@xe5 17 @®bS5 2g5 18 Bc3! also 
gave White the advantage in 
Hort—Knezevic, Slanchev Briag 
1974.) 16... &d3 (16 ... Agd 17 
Rf4 eS 18 AxeS+ Mikhalchishin) 
17 @xeS @®xeS. Now in Mikhal- 
chishin—Karsa, Lvov 1983, 18 
Rf4 2xe2 19 Wxe2 Ad3 20 Ecdl 
4)xf4 21 &xf4 left White better, 
but Mikhalchishin pointed out the 
even stronger 18 2d4! gxe2 19 
Wxe2 @c6 20 &c3 when in 
addition to the queenside majority 
White has pressure on the black 
kingside. 

10 2e2 

10 d5?! is tricky, but seems to 
be bad: 10... ed 11 cd @b4 12 
Ad4 Aé6xd5 (12 ... a6? 13 a3! 
denies Black the vital check on b4: 
13... D4xd5 14 AxdS Wxd5 15 
Axf5 wxe5 16 Wo2+) 13 Axd5 (13 
@xf5 wxf5 14 @xd5 0-0-0) 13 
... AxdS 14 AxfS 0-0-0! (14... 
2b4+7! 15 ge2cc) 15 wd3 (15 
Ad6+? 2xd6 16 Wxd5? 2b4+; 
15 ge2? 2b4+; 15 wf3? Dxe3) 
15 ... g6 and now Bullockus— 
Oakley, corres. 1984 concluded 16 


®d6+? gxd6 17 ed Axe3 
0-1. Instead 16 Ag3 Axe3 (16... 
2b4+!9) 17 Wxe3 &c5 18 wf4 
Ehe8 19 we2 Wd5S is very 
unpleasant for White. 

10 a3? is just a loss of time: 10 
... #24 11 Re2 Rxf3 12 gf 2e7 
13 Wd2 &h4+ 14 fi f6 15 De4 
fe 16 AcS wf7 17 Axb7 0-0 18 d5 
4xc4!!— + Moore—Foote, Michi- 
gan 1983. 

Also illogical is 10 21?! 0-0-0 
11 h3 f6 12 ef gf 13 2e2 Bgs 14 
g4 2264 when White’s king came 
under attack in Yuferov—Nekra- 
sov, Minsk 1984. 

10 Wd2 Ab4 (10... f6) 11 Hdl 
(11 Bel cS) 11... 0-0-0 12 Re2 
Ac2+ 13 of2 f6F Bakulin— 
Aronin, Moscow 1961. 

10" xe ud8 

10 ... 0-0-0 is the relatively 
solid main line. 11 d5? ed 12 2xb6 
d4!= gives White problems, whilst 
11 Wd2 f6 (11... HaS5!?) 12 ef (12 
0-0-0) 12... gf 13 0-0 (13 0-0-0? 
BHa5! 14 c5 Abc4 15 Axc4 Axc4 
16 We2 Dxe3 17 Wxe3 hS!+ Hud- 
son—Hoppe, 1959) 13... &g8 with 
ideas of ... Wg7 and ... He5 gives 
Black good play. 

Therefore, White generally 
replies with 11 0-0, when Black 
must watch out for tactics on the 
h3-—c8 diagonal: 

(a) 11... &e7?! should be met 
not by 12 wd2 f6! 13 c5?! Ad5 14 
&b5 Bhg8 15 2f2 24 16 2g3 
{5 17 De2 g5, as in Pavlov—Panov, 
Moscow 1927, but 12 dS! ed (12 
_.. Ab4 13 Dd4) 13 Rxb6 ab 14 
cd Ab4 (14... RcS+ 15 Shi 
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and now 15 ... De7 16 Hh4!? 
$b8 17 DAbS 226 18 Wa4 Dc8 
19 b4! @e7 20 Bf3 or 15... Ab4 
16 DgS! Sb& 17 a3! Dc2 18 
@xf7+) 15 Dd4! g6 (15 ... Ac5 
16 uxf5!) 16 @xfS gf 17 xfs! 
2c5+ 18 hi Axd5 19 e6! fe 20 
mxd5!+ —, as analysed by Ernst 
Griinfeld. 

(b).11 ... £67! 12 d5! Sxe5 (12 
.., ed?! 13 &xb6; 12 .... wes?! 13 
&xb6 ab 14 Wa4 gives White a 
strong attack, e.g. 14... Ab& 15 
wa8 fe 16 AxeS 2d6 17 c5 &xc5 
18 ghi 2d6 19 2b5 Wh5 20 
&c6+—) 13 AxeS5 fe 14 a4 a5 (14 

. &b8 15 a5 Ac8 16 Wb3+ 
Teschner—Maier, 1962) 15 @b5 
2b4 16 d6c5 17 &g5! (17 2d2?! 
wxd6!?; 17 Wel intending 18 @d2 
is also strong.) 17 ... Bdf8 18 
Sd2 &b8 19 &xb4 cb 20 Wd2 
Wco6 21 We3 e4 22 Hfdl e5 23 d7! 
Wh6 24 Wc5 Wc6 25 Wxe5+ Sa8 
26 d8w+ 1-0 Erlandsson—Arnes- 
son, corres. 1976. 

(c) 11... &g84 12 c5 (12 HDgs 
@Axc4 13 Oxf7 We8 14 2f2 h6é 15 
&xg4 hg 16 Bxf8 Bxf8 17 we2 
@b60o SDO) 12... AdS 13 Axd5 
wxd5 (55) 


(cl) 14 £f2 f6=. 

(c2) Nunn analysed 14 h3 We4 
15 Wb3 Axd4! 16 Axd4 2xe2 17 
Bf4 wd3 18 Axe2 Wxe2 19 Bxf7 
Bd5 20 Hafli Wxe3+ with equal- 
ity. 

(c3) 14 b4 We4 15 Wb3 Axd4 16 
@xd4 2xe2 17 Bf4 Wxe5 18 Hel 
g5 19 Bf2 £h5 20 Bd2 £87 21 
wa4 was Platonov—Kupreichik, 
USSR Ch 1969, when Petrosian’s 
21... Bxd4! 22 Bxd4 Wxe3+ 
23 HRxe3 £xd4 would have been 
more than adequate. 

(c4) Martz suggested 14 Hel!? 
with the ideas 14... We4 15 2d3, 
14... Wd7 15 Wb3 and 14... 2e7 
15 b4. 

(c5) 14 Des Bxe2 15 Wxe2 
@®xd4 16 2xd4 Wxd4 17 Gh 
Wd2! (17 ... Wb4? 18 @xf7 Bd2 
19 Hadl!+—;17... 2d518 Hadi 
wxeS 19 Bxd5 ed 20 Mxf7+) 18 
Wxd2 Exd2 is an ending where 
Black must be a little careful, but 
should have no real problems. 19 
EB xf7 (19 c6!? hé! 20 Axf7 Bg8= 
Watson) 19 ... &xc5 20 Axe6 
2d4! (20 ... &b6 21 Belt) 21 
@xd4! (21 Bxc7+ Sb8 22 Bd7 
&xb2 and 21 Zcl 2xe5 22 Axc7 
£xb2! are good for Black.) 21... 
Bxd4 22 Exg7 (22 Mafl Bd7 23 
Bxd7 Sxd7 24 Bxf7+ Seb 25 
Exc? Ed8 26 gi Bd7 4-4 
Gipslis—Kengis, Jurmala 1983) 22 
... Be4 (22... BeSsAlburte2? ... 
h5?! 23 Hcl c6 24 h3! intending 
Ec3 is + according to Gipslis) 23 
Ecl c6 24 Bf hS! 25 h3 (25 2g5 
a5!) 25 ... HxeS 26 Bff7 BbS= 
27 b3 a5! 28 Sg1 Sb8 29 24 hg 
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4-4 Ligterink—Gipslis, Amster- 
dam 1976. 
11 = =wd2 

11 0-0 2g4 

(ajeb2eeSeaid5 (12 ... &xf3 13 
Exf3 Dds 14 af2 Re7+ 15 
&c4? Axc3 16 Bxc3 Dxe5F Hel- 
lers—Bjarnehag, Stockholm 1983) 
13 DxdS wxd5 14 Wel (After 14 
®gsS 2xe2 15 Wxe2 Ed7 16 wf2 
d8, Black has everything in 
order.) 14... De7 15 Shi AS 16 
&gi hS 17 h3 wd7 18 Wdl c6 19 
2f2 2xf3 20 &xf3 g6 21 ged 
Sh6 22 &2h4 4e3 led to an 
equal ending in Heim—Timmer, 
Bern 1988. 

(b) 12 Ags 

(61) 124.. &2xe2 13 Wxe2 (13 
&xe2 @xc4 14 Hxf7 Dxe3 gives 
Black the advantage after 15 
Wb3?! ge7 16 Dxe6 Sxf7! 17 
Axd8++ e8 18 ALT Axd4!F, 
but White should play 15 &xd7 
@xd1 16 Bxd8+) 13... Axd4 14 
&xd4 wxd4+ 15 Shi Bd7 and 
now instead of Hellers’ 16 Had! 
wxce4 17 wf3 2b4! 18 Bxd7 
éxd7 19 wxf7+ c8+, SDO 
recommends 16 wf3!?. 

(b2) 12 ... Axed 13 2f2 (13 
mxf7? A@xe3 14 Bxd7 Axdl 15 
Bxd8+ @Dxd8 16 2xg4 De3co 
Posch—Klinger, Leutasch 1984) 13 
... Re7! (13... Rxe2?! 14 Wxe2 
Se7 15 wh5!+ Estrin—Oakley, 
corres. 1962) 14 @xf7 #xe2 15 
Wxe2 &xf7 16 2e3+!? (16 Wxc4 
Ehf8) 16... Se8 17 Wxc4 leaves 
the black king rather unhappy 
after either 17 ... Bf8 or 17 ... 
Ab4. 


Pe A\b4?! 

Since this should give White the 
advantage, Hellers’ suggestion 11 
.-- Da$!? 12 b3 2b4 13 0-0 0-0 
14 Badi cS 15 Whb2 should be 
tried. Instead 11... f6 is nonsense 
with Black’s king still in the centre, 
whilst 11... 2e7 12 0-0 0-0 13 
Had! f6 14 ef 2xf6 15 Wel isa 
position which can be reached via 
9... 2e7 10 Re2 0-0 11 0-0 f6 
12 ef 2xf6 13 Wd2 Wd7?! 14 Had! 
Bad8 15 Wel. Black’s queen is not 
ideally placed on d7, and repos- 
itioning will involve a loss of time. 
15... 2g4 16 Ae4 does not help 
Black. 


12 0-0 c5 

13. «dS! ed 

14. cd A6xd5 
15 g2b5 A\c6 
16 Hadi?! 


16 @xd5! Wxd5 17 Wxd5 Bxd5 
18 2c4 Hd7 19 Hg5 £26 20 e6 
fe 21 Axe6+ (Hellers) is the logical 
continuation of White’s central 


breakthrough. 
1G ee. “Axc3 
17) Wxe3 wxdl 
18 Exdl Exd1i+ 
19 f2 2e7 
20 «=dixed?! 
After this, Black can claim an 
advantage. 20 &xc6+ be 21 


excS Bd5 22 gxe7 gxe7 23 
wa3+ c5 24 wxa7+ 2d7 would 
maintain mutual chances. 


20: © ass 0-0! 

21 = 2xc6 &xe5+ 
22) ~wxce5 be 

23. ~Wxa7 Xbl 

24 wh6 c5 
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25 a4 c4 
26 = &d2? 

26 wWwb4 was essential. There 
now follows an amusing finish 
(though not of course for Gdan- 
ski). 

4 ae c3! 

After 27 ®xbl1 c2, the pawn 
promotes. 

0-1 


Minasian—Kengis 
Frunze Otborochniy 1989 


1 e4 }f6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 
Abb 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 2F5 
8 Ac3 e6 9 Df3 
st het ag4 
Despite the loss of tempo clearly 
inherent in this move, it is based 
on sound concrete considerations: 
Black disrupts White’s king pos- 
ition, while stepping up the press- 
ure on d4. 
10 = ge2 &xf3 
Black must exchange before 
White can castle, else the following 
queen manoeuvre will not be poss- 
ible. Now, after 11 &xf3?! Dxc4, 
White can regain the pawn, but 
Black will have a very pleasant 
position. 


11s ef wh4+ 
12 gf2 wf4 
13. 5 


13 Wel is a reasonable and 
popular alternative. 13... Wxcl+ 
14 Excl 0-0-0 15 Hdl (15 c5 
Ad5! 16 AxdS Hxd5 17 Bc4 Bd7 
18 f4 De7= Bagirov. For 15 ... 
4)d7, see the note to White’s 14th 
move.) 15... &b4 (15 ... g6?! 16 


4\c6 


a3 2h6 17 b4 Bd7 18 De4 Bhd8 
19 c5 Ad5 20 bS Ace7?! 21 c6!+ 
be 22 be!? Axc6 23 2b5 Dde7?? 
24 2a6+ 1-0 Valvo—Alburt, Phi- 
ladelphia 1988; 15 ... Re7 16 £4 
g5 17 c5 @d5 18 Axd5 Bxd5 19 
RZh5S f6 20 224 f5 21 2e2 Bdd8 
22 2c4 $d7 23 fg &xg5 24 Hel 
Bhg8 25 ge2 Hg6 26 h4 £h6 
27 h5 Bxgl 28 Bxgl De7= Bot- 
tema—Visser, Dieren Open 1988; 
15... AaS 16 cS @Bd5 17 Axd5 
ExdS 18 £d3 #e7 19 Red 
Bdd8 20 b4 Ac6 21 a3 a6 22 £4 [6 
23 ge2 g5= Eremin—Mikenas, 
Gorki 1955) 16 a3 &xc3+ 17 be 
Aa5 18 cS AdS 19 Sd2 f6! 20 
2g3 Hhf8= Prins—Tartakower, 
Hastings 1945/6. 

' 1S sss Ad7 

13... Ad5?! 14 AxdS5 ed 15 wd2 
gives White a distinct advantage, 
e.g. 15... WfS 16 Wd3 wd7 17 f4 
Ae7 18 Bgl h5 19 fi! g6 20 
&h3 Wa4 (Bogdanovic—Vukic, 
Yugoslavia 1973) 21 b3+ Bukic. 

14 Sed (56) 

After 14 Wel Black has little 
choice but to exchange queens; the 
only question is: on cl or b1? 

(a) 14... Wf5 15 Wbl Wxbi+ 
(15 ... Wf4? 16 We4+) 16 Zxbl 
0-0-0 17 f4 (17 0-O Re7 18 b4 
@f8 19 Bfdi &2g5 20 bS He7 
21 c6 AfS= Platonov—Bobotsov, 
Bevérwijk 1970)17 ... 2e7 (7. 
e7!?) 18 Bdl g5 (18 ... AF8 19 
d5) 19 fg &xg5 was Valvo—Deep 
Thought, UNIX Mail Match 
1988/9. Valvo’s analysis continues 
20 Hed! Rf4 (20 ... Re7 21 a3 
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f6 22 ef Dxf6 23 Ag5) 21 a3 Hhgs 
22 b4+. 

(b) 14... Wxel+ 15 Bxcl 0-0-0 
16 f4 (16 0-0 2e7 17 Bfdl £6; 16 
Ae4 Ddb8! 17 DgS Hd7 18 2b5 
h6 19 Ded g6 20 0-0 ag7F 
Byrne—Alburt, Berkeley 1984) 16 
..» De7 17 RF3 DAb8 18 0-0 Abcb 
19 Bfdi Db4 20 2h4 h6 (20... 
c6? 21 De4) 21 a3 ADAbc6 (21 ... 
@™bd5 22 Dxd5S ed 23 f5!+) 22 d5 
ed 23 &xe7! (23 Axd5 g5! 24 223 
gf 25 ah4 2d7!F Bagirov) 23 ... 
&xe7 24 Axd5 and now Bagirov 
gives 24... {5! 25 b4 gh4 26 b5 
(26 De3 Dd4!) 26 ... De7 27 
“e3 Dg6 28 Dg2 Re7=. Instead 
Murey—Bagirov, Belgrade GMA 
1988 concluded abruptly: 24 ... 
Ehe8?! 25 b4 2h4 26 bS %e7 
27 De3! Deb 28 AS *#e7? 29 
@d6+!!+— Sb8 (29 ... cd 30 
cd+ &b8 31 Hc7) 30 Axe8 Bxe8 
31 Zc4 b6 32 cb ab 33 Had 1-0. 

14 2bS!? aims to disrupt 
Black’s plans of castling queen- 
side. Black should try 14... 2e7 
or 14... f6. Instead in Melton— 
Bullockus, corres. 1975, Black 
demanded to see the proof: 14... 
0-0-0? 15 &xc6 be 16 We2 [6? 17 
Wa6+ &b8 18 Wxcé! fe 19 Ab5 
e4 20 0-0 1-0. 

14 Wd2 Wxd2+ 15 &xd2 0—0-0 
16 c2 Adb8 17 Hadl BDe7 18 
b4 Abc6 19 Sb3 AS 20 Sc4 g6 
21 Hd3 2h6 22 b5 Ace7 23 a4 
2f4 24 aS Dd5 25 Axd5 Bxd5 
26 h3 EKhd8 27 Zbl &d7 28 
b6 ab 29 ab c6 30 Hal Se8= 
Poulsen—Nikolajsen, Denmark 


1978 featured a 
manoeuvre for Black. 

14 Wd3 e7 (14... {6) 15 Hdl 
&h4 16 0O-O gxf24+ 17 uxf2 
0-0-O= Bohm-Schmidt, Wijk 
aan Zee 1975. 


standard 


Te ye Re7 
14... 0-0-0 15 Wa4 Ddb8 (15 
... {6 may well be an improvement, 
though 16 d5!? AcxeS 17 de is 
very messy.) 16 Hdl (16 d5? Axe5 
17 Dd6+ 2xd6 18 Wxf4 4d3+) 
16... Re7 17 0-0 f5 (The univer- 
sally recommended 17... &h4?? 
loses a piece to 18 d5 or 18 &xh4 
wxh4 19 dS.) 18 ef gf 19 &c4 Bd5 
20 2g3 wfS 21 &2xd5 ed 22 Ac3 
h5 23 Ae2 Be8 24 Rd2 Weg5! 25 
f4 we4 26 Bhi h4 27 gel &xc3! 
28 Wb3! and now, rather than the 
28 ... Hxe2?! 29 Hxe2 Wxe2 30 
Wh3+ ®d7 31 dc+ of Kuprei- 
chik—Alburt, Daugavpils 1974, 
Suetin analysed 28 ... &b4 29 
4c3 h3 30 &g3 £xc3 as unclear, 
though the burden of proof is on 
Black. 
15 whb3 
16 Hdl 


0-0-0 
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White cannot afford to prevent 
the bishop reaching h4: 16 h4 f5! 
17 ge3 Axd4!+. 


160 bis ghd! 
17 }g3 {6 
18 Wxe6 &bs8 


Kengis gives the variation 18... 
fe 19 d5 BHhe8 20 Wh3 Ad4 21 c6 
be 22 dc+—, but this seems far 
from clear: 22 ... Axc6 23 2a6+ 
&b8 24 Bxd7 &xg3 25 hg (25 
Mxd8+? Bxd8 26 hg Wcel+ 27 
e2 Bd2+ 28 ge3 Hdl+) 25 
.. Welt+ 26 ge2 4d4+! 27 
&xd4 ed+ 28 &f2 Wxb2+ 29 
égi Bel+ 30 afl xfl+ 31 
xfl wel+ 32 of2 wd2+ 33 
gl He8! and Black wins. 

19 «6ef?! 

19 wed wxg4 20 fg fe 21 de 
&dxe5 22 0-0 maintains equality. 
1D ass Axf6 

19... Bhe8!? 20 We4 Wxg4 21 
fg @xf6 22 fl &rxg3!? 23 hg 
&e4 would give Black slightly the 
better of a complex position. 

20 We3 Ad5 

The tricky 20... g5 gives White 
a pleasant ending after 21 wxf4! 
gf 22 |S Rxf2+ 23 Sxf2 Bd5 
24 2d3 DAxd4 25 Axd4 Bxd4 26 
Ehel! 


21 4wxf4 &xf4 
22 =&bs Aba! 
2s “a5 &c2+ 
24 «oof 2f6 
25 @#f5 Ah3 
25... g6?! 26 2a4 ®xa3? 27 
“e3!+— would’ be rather 


embarrassing for Black. 
After the text, the game headed 


406 


towards a draw: 26 d5 g6 27 2a4! 
pf 28 &xc2 Axf2 29 Sxf2 Sxb2 
30 Bd3 ge5 31 Bd2! 4-4. 


Hiibner—Hort 
Biel 1987 


1 e4 D6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Ab6 5 £4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 2f5 
8 Dc3 e6 9 A3 Ags 

10 wd2 

Though generally considered 
the main line, this queen move 
allows Black very interesting 
counterplay in a variety of lines 
and has achieved a miserable score 
in practice. 

es ab4 

This cunning bishop move aims 
to provoke a weakening of White’s 
queenside pawn formation, to give 
the knights some footholds. 

10 ... Wd7 11 e2 (11 0-0-0 
&b4 12 a3 Se7; 11 h3 2hS 12 
24 226 13 Dh4 0-0-0 14 Axg6 
hg 15 0-0-0 &b4 16 Se2 Dad 
17 b3 c5 18 We2 cd 19 Exd4 Wc6 
20 Exd8+ Bxd8 21 Afl Ac5 22 
&g5 B2d7 23 AbS Wg2 24 Axa7+ 
@b8 25 AbS Ac6 26 a3 Rxa3+ 
0—1 Borm—Haik, London 1978) 11 
... 0-0-0 12 c5! (12 Bd?! 2xf3 
13 gf f6 is good for Black due to 
14 f4 g5! and 14 ef gf 15 0-0 Wf7 
16 Wel f5 Maciejewski—Popov, 
Bucharest 1974; 12 0-0-0 e7 
13 Bhfl f6! 14 ef 2xf6 15 Ded 
&e7 16 Wc3 Db4 17 Wh3 a2fs 
18 DeS Wad 19 Wxa4 Axa4 20 
“c3 “c2 gave Black fine play in 
Mestel—Kuligowski, Tjentiste 
1975.) 12 . mkf3 (12.2 Sad St 
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“\xd5 Wxd5 14 b4 a6 15 a4+) 13 
cb (13 gf AdS+) 13... xg2! (13 
... &xe2 14 ba Dxa7 15 Wxe2+) 
14 g@bS! a6 (14 ... gxhl? 15 
ba+ —) 15 Wxg2 ab and now Shab- 
alov gives 16 a4! b4 17 be Wxc7 
18 ©bS Wd7 19 0-0 as good 
for White. Instead, in Shabalov— 
Kengis, Riga 1989, he did not 
secure the b5 square and found 
himself at a disadvantage: 16 bc? 
wWxc7 17 0-0 b4 18 He4 f5! 19 
Ag5 wd7 20 Bact #b8 21 Bfdi 
and now 21... De7!! 22 AF7 Dd5 
23 2g5 &e7 24 Dxh8 Bxh8 
would have given Black excellent 
prospects, according to Shabalov. 

10... £e7 11 0-0-0 (11 22? 
&xf3 12 gf 2h4+ 13 efi f6 14 
[4 0-0) and Black has now tried 
various moves: 

(a) 11... a5? 12 h3 2h5 13 g4 
2g6 14 d5! ed 15 cd Ab4 16 
2xb6 cb 17 d6 1-0 Bet-—Cibin, 
eorres. 1977. 

(b) 11... 0-O7! 12 h3 Qh5 13 
4 2296 14 h4 Ab4 (14... f6 15 
ef &xf6 16 hS ge8 17 g5 2e7 
18 Wg2+ Adam-—Tepenag, corres. 
1963) 15 Wg2! (Frees d2 for the 
rook; 15 hS @c2 16 Hel aS 17'd5 
“a4 18 Dd4 DAxc3 19 be Re4 20 
Eh2 “Aa6co Shiyanovsky—Spas- 
my, Tallinn 1959)S ... 2216 
Ed2 2a4 17 Dxa4 Dxa4 18 a3 
gave White a strong attack in 
Pekker—Golbin, Vilnius 1975. 

(c) 11... f6!? 12 ef &xf6 13 Ded 
0-0 14 2e2 We8 15 AfgS 2f5 16 
24 2xg5 17 AxgS 226 18 h4 h5 
19 gh 2f5 20 Hhgl a5 21 h6 Ab4 


22 b3 Bf6 23 hg We7 24 Bdfl a4 
was Schenstok—Timman, Nether- 
lands 1968. Black’s kingside has 
disintegrated, but the white king 
turns out to be the one in trouble. 

(d) 11... Wd7 12 h3 (12 d5? 
Sxf3) 12 ..2cRfS (12... Sexi 13 
gf 0-0-0 14 f4 2b4 15 Wc2 Sb8 
16 a3 &xc3 17 Wxce3 BDe7 and 
now rather than 18 $22?! wad! 
Durao—Bobotsov, Praia da Rocha 
1969, Bagirov gives 18 2d3! as 
offering White marginally the 
better of a messy position.) 13 d5? 
a5 14 2xb6 (14 c5 Abc4 15 de 
Wxe6+ Kirov—Popov, Sofia 1973) 
14... ab 15 Wf4 2b4 16 de? 
Ab3+ O-1 Andreev—Khmelnit- 
sky, Naberezhnye Chelny 1988. 
Instead, White should play 13 g4 
&g6 14 h4 Ab4 15 h5 (15 Weg2? 
@xa2+! 16 Axa2 Wa4) 15... &c2 
16 Bel — compare Shiyanovsky— 
Spassky in (b) above, though 16 
... a4 looks fine for Black. 

11 a3 

11 0-0-0 a4 puts pressure on 
White’s king, whilst 11 2e2 &xf3 
12 gf gives Black a host of playable 
options: 12... Wh4+, 12... Ha4, 
12 ... Wd7 or 12... AaS, as in 
Urzica—Ghizdavu, Romanian Ch 
1973, which continued 13 b3 c5 14 
de Ad7 15 0-0-0 We7 16 Sb2 
&xc5 17 2g5! We7 18 We3 a6 19 
2.d6 and now Black went wrong 
with 19 ... Bc8? 20 Bhdi 0-0? 
21 Sf6l+— Axc4+ 22 Rxc4 
xc3+ 23 bi! 1-0. Instead 
19 ... Ad7 20 Hhdl! would give 
White compensation, but Ghizda- 
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vu’s preference is 19 ... h6!? 20 
Sh4 Bc8 21 Bhdi g5 22 2g3 
(22 gel!?) 22 ... b5! since 23 cb? 
fails to 23 ... &xc3+. 

1 asc eT 

Now White must take pre- 
cautions against the threat of 12 
... Aad. 

12 Bed 

12 Odi {6 13 ef &xf6 14 Ded 
We7 15 2e2 &xf3 16 gf 0-0-0 
17 @xf6 gf 18 0-0 Ed7 19 We3 
Hhd8 20 thi f5 21 Bgl f4 22 
&xf4 DAxd4 23 Bxd4 Bxd4 24 
ags wf7 25 2xd8 Bxd8 26 c5 
@d5 27 WeS wf5 gave Black a 
good ending in Pazos—Alburt, 
Portland Open 1987. 

12 b4 (An attempt to profit from 
the move 11 a3.) 12 ... &xf3 13 
ef ah4+ 14 gdi and now in 
Kremenietsky—Vaganian, Mos- 
cow 1981, 14... a5?! 15 bS De7 
16 &c2 AfS 17 Hdl f6 18 2d3! 
fe 19 de 0-0 20 c5! gave Black 
problems. Instead 14... f6! 15 f4 
g5! with fully-fiedged counterplay 
should be preferred. 

12 ss wd7 

12... a5 intending... a4 and... 
“a5 is a reasonable alternative, 
eg. 13 ge2 &xf3 14 of gh4+ 
Messing—Ghizdavu, Varna 1973. 

13 ge2 0-0-0 
14 0-0-0 

14 Hdl avoids the trouble in 
which the white king soon finds 
itself, but in such a position neither 
king can expect much long-term 
’ Safety. 

14 ass 25 


506 


15 &g3 
16 h4@? 
Presumably Hiibner had over- 
looked Black’s startling reply, but 
after 16 2d3, Black’s counterplay 
is fully adequate: 16 ... &xd3 17 
wxd3 Da5 18 c5 Dd5 19 b4 or 16 
... \xd4 17 Axd4 2xd3 18 Wxd3 
c5 19 We2 cd 20 axd4=. 
1G ss @b4! (57) 


226 


iy bs 
The knight is immune: 17 ab 
Wa4 18 2d3 Axc4—+. 
Wy ne @e2 


is cs we6! 
A key move in the combination, 
threatening ... &xc°5. 
19 2d3 @xe3 
Hort gives 19... Axa3! 20 Sb2 
&xd3 21 Wxd3 &xcS as more 
decisive. Instead, White is given a 
chance to organise some sort of 


position. 
20 Wwxe3 Ad5 
21 «wi2 
21 wWd2?! fails to 21 .:. &xc5! 
Phu) &xd3 
22 &xd3 wae 
23. = «hdl Wxa3+ 


Four Pawns Attack with 6... @®c6 123 


24 wh2 Wxb2+ 
25 &xb2 5 

Black faces a hard battle to 
convert the extra a-pawn. 26 Ae2 
h6 27 hS g5 28 hg Bdg8 29 Zhi 
Exg6 30 g3 hS 31 Bh3 Bg 32 
4\c3 @xc3 (32... Ab4!9) 33 }xc3 
&d7 34 b4 c6 35 Ad2 bS! 36 
eo! @e7 37 ddl f4 (37 ... 
&2d8! intending ... @b7 and ... 
a5 is better. Now White has some 
chances of saving the half-point.) 
38 gf Bxf4 39 Se2 h4 40 $e3 
Bed 41 De4 Agi! 42 Bad Sb8 
43 Bh2 Bf8! 44 BHaa2 EBbl 45 
Af6? (45 Bab2!+) 45... axf6 46 
ef 2xf6 47 Bxh4 Bf7!—+ 48 de4 
Bd7 49 Se5 Hxb4 50 Bd2 a5 S1 
bxe6 gc7 52 eS Be7+ S3 
$f6 Bd7 54 geS a4 SS Se4 
Bc4 0-1. 


Timman—Marovié 
Banja Luka 1974 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Db6 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 2f5 
8 DAc3 e6 9 DF3 

Se e7 

9... &b4 is an alternative post- 
ing for the bishop. The move has 
a poor reputation, though this is 
mainly since Black often 
exchanges voluntarily on _ c3, 
rather than waiting to be pro- 
voked. 

(a) 10 Bcl &g4!? has similar 
ideas to 9 ... &g4, but the long- 
term destination of White’s king 
is more of a problem here. 

(b) 10 a3?! 2xc3+ 11 be Wd7 
12 Re2 DaS 13 Ad2 Web 14 0-0! 


(14 @f3? Wa4 15 cS Wxdi+ 16 
Exdl ©d5 17 &xd5 ed 18 0-0 
&g6! 19 Bdel gd7!+F Faibiso- 
vich—Bagirov, Baku 1969) 14... 
Daxc4 15 Axc4 Axc4 16 d5! Axe3 
17 dc Axd1 18 cb Hb8 19 2b54 
@f8 20 Baxdi Bxb7 21 Hd8+ 
@e7 22 Exh8 BxbSoo Bagirov. 

(c) 10 2e2 0-0 (10... AaS!? 11 
cS @d5S 12 g2d2 ADc6 13 0-0 0-0 
14 gg5+ Rohde—Shamkovich, 
New York 1976). Now: 

(cl) 11 a3!? 2xc3+ 12 be Aa5 
13 Dd2 c5 14 0-0 2g6 15 Bf4 
Hc8 16 wf! Aa4 17 Bcl We7 18 
h4co Koch-Stull, Lyon Z 1990. 

(c2) 11 0-0 

(c21) 11... &xc3?! 12 be Bas 
13 Ad2 wd7 14 Bf4(14 Bf3 wa4!? 
15 wfl 2g6 16 cSt Alburt) 14 
... &86 (14 ... £6) 15 Wl c5 16 
h4! gives White a strong kingside 
attack. The plan is simply to 
advance the h- and g-pawns. 

(c22) 11... DaS!? 12 Ad2 (12 c5 
&xc3! is fine for Black after 13 be 
Abc4 14 2g5 wd5! or 13 cb 2b4 
14 wa4 4c6 15 be Wxc7 16 dS ed 
17 Bd4 2d7! 18 Axc6 a5!.) 12... 
226 13 Wel c5 14 a3 (14 Of4 cd 
15 &xd4 Bc8 16 a3 @c6 17 ab 
&xd4 18 Bxa7 @c2 19 Wel We7 
20 c5 Axb4! 21 ch Wxb6+ 22 Shi 
wxa7 23 Bxb4 we3!} Mundra— 
Pétzsch, corres. 1985) 14... &xc3 
15 bce Bc8 16 Hcl We7. Now 
White should try 17 Bf3!?, sup- 
porting a3 while preparing a king- 
side attack. Instead 17 h4 cd 18 
cd Wxa3 and 17 Wg3? cd 18 cd 
wxa3 19 Bal wb4 20 h4 Daxc4 
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21 Dxc4 Axc4 22 hS Axe3 23 
wxe3 2c3+ Goldenberg—Ghiz- 
davu, Graz 1972, are less good. 

(c3) 11 Bel!? could well be 
White’s best line. 11... Wd7 12 a3 
xc3+ 13 Bxc3 Had8 14 0-0 
$e4 15 Shi! &xf3 (15... h6 16 
b4! @xf3 17 &xf3 Axd4? 18 
d3) 16 2xf3 Dxd4 17 Rg5! is 
unpleasant for Black, e.g. 17 ... 
2b8 18 ge4 ALS 19 whS g6 20 
wWe2 (Bagirov). 11... Aa5 12 2g5 
(12ead2?2e5) 12 ...0aed7 (12... 
Se7+) 13 c5 Da4 (13 ... DdS!? 
14 @d2 b6) 14 wd2 b6 15 0-0 
&xc3 (15 ... be 16 &b5!) 16 be 
a3 17 Bcdl be 18 Dh4 gb 
19 Axg6 fg 20 &f3+ Bohak— 
Preo, corres. 1983. 

10 =d5 

10 ge2 leads to positions of 
a completely different character, 
with both sides developing calmly. 
10... 0-0 11 0-0 (6 12 ef (12 Wb3 
a6! 13 a3 fe 14 de @d7 15 Badi 
wWe8F De Graaf—Prins, Holland 
1987; 12 Dh4 fe 13 AxfS ef 14 d5 
4d4! 15 2xd4 ed 16 Wxd4 Ad7!; 
12 Wel fe 13 de Ad7! 14 Hdl We8 
15 Wg3 2c5 16 &xc5 @xc5 17 
@Ah4 #e4= Sarink—Van der Tak, 
corres. 1982) 12... &xf6 13 wd2 
(13 h3 We8! 14 g4 Wg6 15 Hhi 
Red 16 Axe4 WxedF) 13... We7 
(13... Bf7 14 Hadi Bd7 15 cS! 
@d5 16 Axd5 ed 17 DeS!+; 13... 
we8 14 295! Bd8 15 2xf6 Bxf6 
16 Hadl 29417 De4 FS 18 We3 
&xf3 19 Bxf3 Bxf3 20 gf! We6+ 
21 Shi Wh6 22 f4! Be8 23 AgS+ 
Ignatiev-Larsen, Moscow 1962) 


4\c6 


14 Dadi (14 Bael @h8 15 Shi 
Bad8 16 2g1 wb4!?; 14. c5 Bd5 
15 @xd5 ed 16 Bael £e4 17 b4 
a6 18 a4 Bae8) 14... Bad8 15 
wel (58) (15 c5?! @dS 16 Axd5 
ed +). Black now has two principal 
options: 


(a) 15...e5 16 d5 Ad4 17 &xd4 
(17 @xd4 ed 18 &xd4 225 19 
wal c5!? 20 2f2 &c20o Alburt) 
17... ed 18 Axd4 225 19 Wal 
$d7. Black has compensation. 

(b) 15 ... h6 16 Shi Sh8 17 
h3 @h7 18 2gi (18 Bfel?! wf7 
19 Bfl Wg8 20 b3 Sfe8 21 c5?! 
Ad5 22 &£b5S @Axc3 23 Wrxc3 
&e4F Joveic—Kovatevic, Titovo 
Uzice 1978) 18 ... Bfe8 19 Bfel 
wf7 20 wf4!? (20 cS Ad5 21 2b5 
“\db4 22 a3 a6 23 ab ab 24 ®xb5 
Axb4 25 we4 Dc6 26 Rh2 Bd7= 
Hecht-Timman, Wijk aan Zee 
1971) and now 20 ... g5 followed 
by ... Wg7 is probably best. 
Instead Klundt—Grzesik, Bundes- 
liga 1985 continued 20... He7 21 
&fl We8 22 Wg3 Hdd7 23 De4+. 

Note that the attempt to avoid 
the complications following 10 dS, 
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by means of the move order 6... 
£5 7 Ac3 e6 8 AL3 2e7 9 2e3 
0-0?! fails to 10 2d3!: 

10... 226 11 h4!? 

10... Ac6 11 AxfS ef 12 b3! 
We8 12 cS+ Lazarevic—Alexan- 
dria, 1971. 

10... @Xd3 11 Wxd3..c6 12 
Edi f6 13 ef 2xf6 14 0-0 We8 15 
b3 Had8 16 We4!+ Velimirovic— 
HlouSek, Kapfenburg 1970. 

10... 2g4 (This would be more 
than adequate if 9 ... Ac6 had 
been played.) 11 0-0 2c6 12 h3 
Oixf3 (12 ... @hS 13. @xh7+! 
@xh7 14 He5+ 2xg5 15 WxhS+ 
&h6 16 Bf6+—) 13 wWxf3 2¢5 
(13... Axd4? 14 We4; 13... [67 14 
ef &xf6 15 We4; 13 ... AxeS 14 
&xh7+ @xh7 15 de wWd3 16 
Hadl+ Velimirovic—Marovic, 
Yugoslav Ch 1972) 14 Had! f5 (14 

. 167 45 Sxedede 16 We3lt 
Morgado-—Svenningson, __ corres. 
1984) 15 ef Bxf6 16 We4 2xe3+ 
17 Wxe3 Exfl+ 18 &xfl We7 19 
Ae4. White has a clear positional 
advantage. 

NOM ae “b4 

Black hopes to profit by leaving 
the pawn on c4 to limit the scope of 
White’s king’s bishop, but Black’s 
knights’ lack of access to d5 turns 
out to be no less important. 

11 el 

11 Ad4 296 12 a3 (12 de cS! 
13 ef+ &xf7!) 12... c5 13 Axeb 
(13 ab cd and now 14 Wxd4 @xb4 
15 de 0—-O!= Uitumen-—Jansa, La 
Hababa 1967, or 14 2&xd4?! 
&xb4 15 ge2 0-0 16 d6 Wh4+ 


17 2f2 Wg5 18 223 we3 19 wd2 
Axc4+) 13... fe 14 ab cb. White 
has two squares for the knight: 
(a) 15 DbS 0-0 16 Bxa7 (16 
Ad4 RcS 17 2d3?? gxd4 0-1 
Collado—Smejkal, Barcelona 
1973; 16 d6?! @g5 17 #d4 
Re3!F Kokkoris—Marovic, 
Greece 1970) 16... Bxa7 17 Axa7 
ed 18 cd Axd5 19 2c4 Sf7 20 
Sf2 We7 21 wd4 Af4= Alburt. 
(b) 15 Aad 0-0 (Gipslis’ 15... 
@d7 is considered to be refuted 
by 16 Wd4 WaS 17 d6 2d8 18 c5 
b5 19 b3! 0-0 20 Ab6 Wxal+ 21 
Wxal ab 22 Wb2! AxeS 23 Wxe5! 
2f6 24 Wxe6+ Gh8 and now 
Ermenkov’s 25 c6!) 16 Axb6 ab 
17 Hxa8 Wxa8 18 d6 2d8 19 
Se2 b3! (19 ... Wa2 20 &d4 bS) 
20 Bfl WaS+ 21 Wd2 WxeS 22 
Exf8+ Gxf8 23 2f4 waS 24 d7 
Re4 25 2d6+! Sf7 26 2b! 
WeS5 27 We3 Wf 28 Wxb3 
&xg2co is generally considered 
best play. 
| ae ed 
11... 0-0? 12 a3 Daé 13 2d3! 
is obviously bad, whilst 11... £6? 
12 a3 Dab 13 g4! axed 14 Bel 
gave White an overwhelming 
kingside initiative in Velimirovic— 
Gipslis, Havana 1971. 
12 a3 c5 
12 ... Axc4 13 Rxc4 de 14 
ab Wxdl+ 15 Bxdl (15 @xdl 
&xb4+ 16 2d2+) 15 ... Rxb4 
16 0-O+t was Kostro—Hlousek, 
Luhacovice 1971. The three pawns 
are nearly worth the piece. 
13. ab d4 
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14. &xd4 


ed (59) 


15 wWrxd4 

15 @xd4. Now 15 ... 226 16 
c5! is good for White after either 
6 .. eae del ioedtall onet6 ~.. 
0-0!? 17 AF3! Ad7 18 RbS! Abs 
(18... 2g5 19 Hal Dxe5 20 Axe5 
wf6 21 Af3 Had8 22 wb3 denied 
Black compensation in Uitumen— 
Vaganian, Dubna 1973.) 19 Wxd8 
Hxd8 20 Se2 a5 21 Hhdl ab 22 
4d5 Stanciu-Bagirov, Wroclaw 
1975. Therefore 15... Wb8 is nor- 
mal: 

(a) 16 We2 296 (16 ... &e6!? 
is quite possibly an improvement.) 
17 cS Ad7 18 c6!? (18 e6 DeS 19 
Wb5+ &f8 20 ef a6 21 We8+.00; 
18 Dd5 2g5!? 19 c6 0-0 20 cd 
&xcl 21 e600 Nunn) 18... Axes 
(18... be 19 Axc6 Wb7 20 Ad5+ 
Nunn) 19 4d5. Now 19... 2h4+ 
20 g3 0-0 21 c7 Wc8 22 gh He8 
23 dl Wd7 24 £22 was good 
for White in Nielsen—Gouverneur, 
corres. 1975. 

(b) 16 @xfS WxeS5+ 17 ge2 
Wxf5 18 cS Ad7 (18 ... Bd8 19 


We2!) 19 AdS (19 wdS wf4! 20 
ndl 0-0-0!; 19 224 We5+ 20 
We2 Wxe2+ 21 }xe2 He5) 19... 
2d8 20 Bc3 0-0 21 He3 (21 2g4 
HMe8+) 21 ... We6 22 284 (22 
0—O+) 22... 15°23 213 Df6d4 
0-0 (24 &xb7 Bb8 25 2d5 Axd5 
26 wxd5 He8!) 24 ... De4 25 
&xe4 led to a good ending for 
White in Velimirovic—Marovic, 
Yugoslavia 1977. 
6S se &xb4 


16 wf4 is an untried suggestion 
of Timman’s. 

RGM sas “d5 

After 16... &xe3+!? 17 Exc3 
(17 be Ad7 18 Wd6 We7) 17... 
@d5 18 2b5+, Timman gave 18 
.-. &f8 19 Ba3+, but SDO’s 18 
... 247 is clearly a better try, e.g. 
19 c6 be 20 Bxc6 Ac7, 19 2xd7+ 
wxd7 20 2d3 Hd8 21 0—0 0-0 22 
EBfdioco, or 19 Wxd5 &xb5 20 
Wxb7 3b8 21 Wxa7 (21 We4) 21 
... 0-0 22 f2 Rcboo. 

17) &b5+ xd7 
18 wxd5? 

‘18 2xd7+! Wxd7 19 0-0 Axc3 
(19 ... &xc3 20 be 0-0-0 21 
Ags5+) 20 be Wxd4+ 21 cd 2d8 
22 Bc4 aS 23 Sf2+ Vrabec-— 
Jurek, Czechoslovakia 1976. 


18+ 4s. 2xb5 
19 Wxb7 =b8 

20 Wed a5 

21 of2 &xe5+ 
22 ps 0-0 

23 = Xhdl 


23 Ad5 fails to 23 ... f5! 24 ef 
wd6+, but 23 AxbS ExbS 24 wc6 
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wb6 25 Wxb6 2xb6 26 Bc2 Hd8 
sives Black just a small advantage. 


20a ves who 

24 &g5? 2f2+ 

25 3 f5! 

26s ef Wxf6+ 

27 &eg4 h5+ 
0-1 


Velimirovi¢—Kovatevié 
Pula 1978 


l e4 D6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 
Db6 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 2f5 
3 Dc3 e6 9 DAF3 Le7 
10 «45 ed 
It «<«d 

11 &xb6 ab 12 cd DAb4 13 Ad4 
S$ an interesting idea, but one 
would not expect that this 
>xchange of pieces should enhance 
White’s attacking prospects. Black 
should avoid 13... wd7? 14 a3 
Axd5 15 AxfS5+—, 13... 2d7? 
14 a3 2c5 15 D3 Dab 16 b4+ 
and 13... &c8? 14 a3 Axd5 15 
Sb5+ 2f8 16 wf3! &c5 17 
Efi! f6 18 0-0-0+ — Velimirovic— 
Kovacevic, Yugoslav Ch (Pula) 
1981, but may experiment with 
Cafferty’s 13 ... ge4!? 14 Axe4 
14 d6 gh4+; 14 2b5+ c6 and 
now 15 Axc6 be 16 Axe4 cb 17 
16 0-0! 18 0-0 2g5F or 15 dc 
bc 16 Axe4 Wxd4 17 Wxd4 Dc2+ 
18 dd2 ADxd4 19 2c4 BaSF) 
i4 ... wxd5 15 &b5+ (15 4c3? 
wxd4) 15... c6 16 Dd6+ &xd6 
17 edoo 0-0 (17 ... Wxd4? 18 
we2+) 18 0-O cb 19 DFS Wxd1 20 
Zaxdl. 


The most reliable move is 13... 
226 (60) 


(a) 14 2b5+ c6 15 dc 0-0! 16 
cb £b8 17 Ac6 Axc6 18 2xc6 
We7 19 AdS gh4+! 20 g3 Wxc6 
21 gh Wxb7 22 wf3 Hfe8 23 0-0 
Bxe5 24 Ac3 We7 25 Wg3 He8 26 
af4 gh5 27 Safl h6+ Murey— 
Palatnik, Palma GMA 1989. 

(b) 14 d6. Black is really spoilt 
for choice: 

(b1) 14... &xd6 15 ed 0-0 16 
dc Wxc7 17 &2b5 Had8 18 0-0 
“c2 19 Wxe2 2xc2 20 Axc2 
Bd2+ Majeric—Rogulj, Zagreb 
1981. 

(b2) 14 ... 0-0 15 a3 (15 de 
wWxe7) 15 ... cd 16 ab Exal 17 
wxal de 18 Af3 2xb4 19 wdl 
(19 ge2 e4 20 De5 wd4 21 Axg6 
hg+) 19... wf6 20 Wb3 wf4 21 
2e2 occurred in Chandler— 
Kengis, Jurmala 1983.21... Wcl+ 
22 gdi We3+ 23 2e2 &cS 24 
nfl &d8! intending ... e4 would 
then have been extremely strong. 

(b3) 14... 2h4+ 15 g3 0-0 
16 a3 (16 gh? Wxh4+ 17 #e2 


128 Four Pawns Attack with6... 


$d3+) 16... Wg5! (16... c5 17 
AL3 DAc2+ 18 Sf2 2g5 19 2d3 
“\xal 20 2xg6 hg 21 Wxal 2h6 
22 Wa2 Wd7 23 Wd5 and now in 
Murey—Kovacevic, Hastings 
1981/2, 23 ... Hae8!+ was poss- 
ible.) 17 #f2 (17 gh We3+; 17 ab 
2xg3+ 18 hg Wxg3+ 19 $e2 
Wxe5+ 20 f2 Hxal—+) 17... 
wxe5 18 }f3 (18 gh? d3+ 19 
&xd3 Wxd4+ 20 Ye2? £hS+) 
18 ... We5+ 19 wd4 (19 }g2 
Ac2) 19... Wxd4+ 20 Axd4 2f6 
21 Hdi 4d3+ left Black pawns 
up in Carlsson—Kuhnrich, corres. 
1985. 


jee Ab4 
12 Ad4 &d7 
13. wf3 


13 4f3 is a rather peculiar idea, 
inviting a repetition of moves with 
13... &f5 14 Dd4. Geller-Vagan- 
ian, Sochi 1986 continued instead 
13... 2g4 14 Bxb6 ab 15 ge2 
&c5 16 a3 2xf3 17 &xf3 wh4+ 
18 g3 wd4 19 Wxd4 4c2+ 20 
d2 Axd4 21 2di c6 22 d3 
b5 with equality. 

A major alternative is 13 wb3. 
Then 13 ... a5? fails to 14 d6! cd 
15 e6 fe 16 &b5!+, so normal is 
13 ... c5 14 de (14 Af37! c4 15 
&xc4 Axc4 16 Wxce4 Ac2+ 17 
Sf2 Axal 18 Bxal Bc8 19 wed 
&cS 20 Hel was reckoned by 
O’Kelly to give White compen- 
sation; 14 Adb5 4-4 Griinfeld— 
Fernandez Garcia, New York 
Open 1987 failed to shed much 
light on this particular idea.) 14... 
be and now White has generally 


Bc6 


placed the rook on d1 one way or 
another. 

(a) 15 Bdl whb8!? (15... H4d5? 
16 Axc6! 2xc6 17 2b5!+; 15... 
@6d5 16 AxdS A@AxdS 17 Rc4 
2b8 18 Wd3 Dxe3 19 Wxe3 Wa5+ 
20 Bd2! 2b4! 21 &xf7+! ge7!? 
22 Wg5+ Sxf7 23 0-0+ og8 24 
ALS @xfS5 25 wxfS was Timman— 
Kovacevic, Wijk aan Zee 1980. 
Now 25 ... h6! would have left 
White with nothing better than to 
take the perpetual.) 16 e6 fe 17 
ALf3 (17 Axe6? We5) 17... aS 18 
Ae4 DAGdS 19 Bc5 Axc5S 20 AxcS 
Axa2!+ Polajzer—Kovacevic, 
Maribor 1980. 

(b) 15 0-0-0. Now 15... ®4d5? 
fails to 16 Axc6 Rxc6 17 2xb6 
2g5+ 18 &c2+, so Black has 
tried: 

(b1) 15 ... A6dS 16 2c4 and 
rather than 16 ... @xe3? 17 
2xf7+ $f8 18 He6+ or 16... 
0-07! 17 Axc6 Rxc6 18 Axd5 
&xd5 19 gxdS We7+ 20 We3! 
WaS 21 bl Zac8 22 Wb3 Bcd8 
23 2c4 Wxe5 24 Exd8 Bxd8?! 
(Ljubojevic—Rogulj, Yugoslav Ch 
1977) when 25 &xf7+ Gh8 26 
We6 would simply have won a 
pawn, best is 16... Zb8! 17 Axd5 
@xd5 18 &xd5 Bxb3 19 &xb3 
&g5! when Black’s chances are 
preferable. 

(b2) 15... We7 16 2c4?! (16 e6 
fe 17 Dxe6 We5 18 Bxd7!200 is 
given by Palatnik.) 16... Axc4 17 
Wxc4 WxeS! 18 Bhel 0-OF 19 a3 
(19 2d2 We5; 19 Af3 Web; 19 
&gl Weg5+) 19... Ad5 20 Axc6 
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xc6 21 Axd5 2xa3!!—+ 22 ba 
2 Ac3 Hfc8) 22... Bic8 23 oc5 
13 Sbl 2xd5 and 24... Rab8+) 
B.., @xd5 24 BneS wx0425 
2b2 f6 O-1 Tsarév—Palatnik, 
jev 1989. The rook will be chased 
way from the defence of the 
ishop. 
cS sax c5 
Alburt suggested 13 ... 0-0 14 
3 c5 15 ab cd 16 2xd4 2xb4. 
14 de 
14 Db3!? Bc2+ 15 Sf2 Axal 
6 @xal 0-0 17 2d3 f5 gave 
Vhite interesting compensation in 
igo-Schroll, Vienna 1987. 
nstead, 14 e6 is comfortably met 
y 14... 0-0. 
Eee be 
14... xc6? failed rather drasti- 
ally in Ligterink—Bohm, Amster- 
am 1974: 15 e6! fe 16 2d3 
2h4+ 17 g3 2f6 18 WhS+ and 
massacre followed, but 14... 
-xc6 15 @xc6 be might be play- 
ble. 
15 e6 
15 a3 was played in Ljubojevic— 
Jartston, Las Palmas 1974, in 
fhich 15 ... ®4d57! 16 Axd5 
yxd5 17 2c4 Wa5+ 18 &d2 
18 £2? Dxe3!F) 18... Wed 19 
2xd5 wxd5 20 Wxd5 cd 21 Hcl 
5! just about held the balance. 
nstead, Hartston gave 15... cS! 
6 ab cd 17 &xd4 0-0 as equal. 
15 0-0-0?! 0-0 16 AfS AGd5 17 
\xe7+ Wxe7 18 Axd5 cd! 19 a3 
lfc8+ 20 bl Ac2 21 scl 
lab8— + Trkalyanov—Kova- 
evic, Stip 1979. 


Sows fe 
Black’s position collapses after 

15... &xe6? 16 a3 A4d5 17 Axc6. 

16 0-0-0 

16 a3?! A4d5 17 2d3 (17 2f2 

@®xc3 followed by 18 ... 2&f6 is 
very pleasant for Black.) 17 ... 
@xe3 18 Wxe3 (18 WhS+? g6 19 
&2xg6+ $f8 20 Se2 Hg7!—+) 
18 ...0-0 19 We4 (19 Axe6 2xeb6 
20 Wxe6+ #h8 21 0-0-0 Bb8!> 
and it turns out that it is White’s 
king that is in danger.) 19 ... 26 
20 h4?! (20 Axe6 &xe6 21 Wxe6+ 
eg7 22 0-0-0 EBb8!+) 20 ... 
eS!—+ 21 @f3 2f5 22 2c4+ 
g7 23 We2 Axc4 24 Wxc4 Wb6 
25 0-0-0 Hab8 26 Hd2 &xa3 27 
éd1 Wb3+ 28 Wxb3 Bxb3 29 ba 
&xc3 30 AxeS Bxa3 31 Hel Bed! 
32 Hde2 Hd8+ 33 gcl Hb3 0-1 
Velimirovic—K ovacevic, Yugoslav 
Ch 1979. 

16, - G22 D6d5 

17 a3 @xe3 

18 &®xe6!? (61) 


1s was 
18 ... we8?? allows mate in 
three, but Cafferty pointed out the 


130 Four Pawns Attack with 6 ... &c6 


queen sacrifice 18 ... Aca2+! 19 
&b1 &xe6 20 Bxd8+ Hxd8. 
Black already has a reasonable 
amount of material for the queen, 
has maintained a knight on b4 
and so can reckon on creating 
some strong threats against the 


white king. 
19 ®xg7+ d8 
20 =Bxd7+!?2? }xd7 
21 4 =Wwe4+ &c7 
22 ab 4a2+? 


After this, White’s king becomes 
surprisingly safe. Necessary and 
good is 22... Wal+ 23 éc2 “d5 
when White may have nothing 
better than 24 De6+ Sb7 25 
Acs+ 2xc5 26 Wd7+ Ac7 27 


&2b5 cb 28 Bxal &xe3 which 
gives Black more than enough for 
the queen. 

23. «Sb Axb4 

24 «cd! &b7 

25 wd7+ we7 

26 = Adil 


With the devastating threat of 
27 Heb. 26 ... AdS? 27 Bxd5 is 
no defence, so Black must return 
the exchange. 


20. cee Zad8 
27 wWxe7+ &xc7 
28 = De6+ £b7 
29 ®xd8+ B8xd8 
30 =X xd8 2xd8 
31g! 


The ending is highly favourable 
for White due to the weakness of 
Black’s kingside and the lack of 
coordination between the knight 
and bishop: 31 ... Ad5 32 scl 
&h4 33 2d3 Af 34 g5 Aga 35 


h3 ®f2 36 2f5! (The adventures 
of Black’s knight have resulted 
only in it being trapped.) 36 ... 
&c7 37 2f4+ &d8 38 gc2 
ee7 39 Sd2 Sf7 40 Se2 Yg7 
41 ge3 Dhi 42 Sf3 Ag3 43 
2d3 1-0. 


Velimirovi¢—Kovaéevié 
Yugoslav Ch 1984 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 
Abo 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 Re3 2F5 
8 Dc3 e6 9 Df3 Le7 10 d5 ed 11 
ed |b4 12 Ad4 2d7 


13. e6 fe 
14. de 2c6 
15 Wed 


Other moves give little: 

15 }xc6 Wxdi+ 16 Exdl (16 
&xdl1 Axc6 17 2b5 0-0-0+) 16 
... AC2+ 17 Sd2 Dxe3 18 Sxe3 
be 19 ge2 (19 a6 0-O0= 
Urzica—Griinberg, Romanian Ch 
1974) 19 ... 0-0 20 Hhfl 2f6 21 
224 Dc4+ 22 Se2 Habs 23 b3 
Ad6 Hort-Biehler, Lugano 1987. 

15 a3 O4d5 16 wf3 2h4+ (16 
>. Bf8? 17 Wh5+ g6 18 Wxh7+ — 
Laine—Rantanen, corres. 1977; 16 

. 2f6 Nunn) 17 @f2 &xf2+ 
18 wxf2 Wf6 19 wxf6 @xf6 20 
@Axc6 be 21 £a6 Bd8= Riedel— 
Grzesik, Bundesliga 1987/8. 

15 Wh5+ g6. White hopes to 
profit from the weakening of 
Black’s kingside, but White’s 
knight being denied access to [5 
gives Black extra possibilities. 16 
Wh6 (16 @e2? Sf67) 16... af6 
(16... &2h4+!? 17 g3 9f6) 17 
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-0-0 We7! 18 a3 44d5 19 Axc6 
c 20 AxdS Axd5 21 Bxd5! cd 22 
-b5+ $d8 23 fl (23 2c6? 
4! is unpromising, so White tar- 
ets the h4—d8 diagonal.) 23 ... 
f8 24 Bxf6 Bxf6 25 225 Bb8 
nd in Filipenko—Gleizerov, 
JSSR 1987, it turned out that a 
erpetual was inevitable: 26 @d7 
26 a4 Bb6!) 26... WcS+ 27 ebl 
ixb2+!. 
ew .. Sh4+ 
16 g3 &xhi (62) 
16 ... D6d5? is met by 17 
th6!!+—, whilst 16 ... 2f6? 17 
—0-0! &xh1 18 AfS! gives White 
winning attack: 18... Wxd1+ 19 
ixd1 2c6 20 Dxg7+! Martin— 
‘ivas, Malaga 1981, or 18 ... 
\6d5 19 Axg7+ 2xg7 20 wh5+ 
ve7 21 2c5+ xe6 22 2h3+ 
—0 Williams—Cafferty, British Ch 
Blackpool) 1971. 


17) 3bS+ 
The main line is 17 0-0-0 wf6 
8 gh 0-0, though permutations 
f these moves are feasible: 17 
—0—0 0-0 18 gh wf6, or 17 gh 0-0 
8 0-0-0 wf6. The consequences 


were first analysed thoroughly by 
players at Cambridge University in 
theearly 1970s. White has generally 
chosen a bishop move. 

19 gh3? 2f3 20 Axf3 wxf3 
21 wxf3 Bxf3 22 2xb6 ab 23 e7 
Sf7! 24 Bd8 gxe7 25 Bxa8 
Bxh3—+. 

19 2957! wxfi! 20 &xfl (20 e7? 
@xa2+ 21 Axa2d We4+ 22 Ac3 
&fl+ Kupreichik—Alburt, Odessa 
1974) 20... Bxfl+ 21 Adi (21 
$d2 Ac4+ 22 Se2 Baf8 23 Adil 
@c2!—+) 21 ... Ad3+ 22 $c2 
#el+ and now White must allow 
the perpetual with 23 ci 4d3+, 
since after 23 &c3? Bd5+! 24 
ec4 Af3 25 Axf3 Axf3 26 wh3 
Re2+ 27 &xd5 Axdi+ the 
queen was no match for the black 
rooks in Rinaldi—Nederkoorn, 
corres. 1985. 

19 ge2 gives Black two princi- 
pal options (19 ... &c6? 20 2g5 
we5 21 e7 Bf2 22 Axc6 Axc6 23 
2d8+ is bad): 

(a) 19... cS 20 2g5 (20 Bxhl 
cd 21 &xd4 Wh6+ 22 @bl mf4 
23 2xg7 Bxg4 24 2xh6 Bg6F) 
20 ...eS (20 ... Wh2 Ziegh6 
and now not 21... Wf6? 22 @f5!+, 
but 21... Wg2!?) 21 e7 (21 Adb5!? 
Sd5 22 e7 Hfe8! 23 Axd5 H4xd5 
24 ac4 Hh8 25 2xd5 Axd5 26 
we4! a6! was Botterill—Wilhams, 
British Ch (Eastbourne) 1973; 27 
Dd6! wxd6 28 Bxd5 Wxh2 29 
&d8 wg1+ would then have been 
a draw.) 21... cd 22 efW+ Exf8 
23 wxd4 (23 Bxd4? h5!) 23 ... 
wxd4 24 Bxd4 4c6 25 Bf4 Ded 
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(25... Mxf4; 25... h6) 26 Bxf8+ 
&xf8 27 2f4 gave White a slight 
edge in Gaprindashvili—Alexan- 
dria, Women’s World Ch (Pit- 
sunda) 1975, which 27 ... Abd7 
would have kept to a minimum. 

(b) 19 ... 245 20 225 (20 
Bgl?! Wg6 21 wh3 4d3+; 20 a3 
“a2+ 21 Axa2 Rxa2 22 Xgl 
Ad5 23 2g5 Wg6! Palaty—Hlous- 
kovi, Czech Ch 1983) 20... We5 
21 e7 gives Black three viable 
options: 

(b1) 21... BfeS 22 Axd5 (22 
AS ge6) 22 ... A4xdS!? (22 ... 
Wxd5!? 23 @fS WeS+) 23 AfS 
@h8 (Boleslavsky analysed 23 ... 
g6 24 Dh6+ Sg7 25 Afi Bxe7 
26 Af5+ gf27 BxfS wxfS 28 wxfS 
Hxe2 29 Wg5 Hee8 30 @d8+ 
with a perpetual.) 24 2d3 @xe7! 

(25 @xe7 Hxe7 26 &xe7 Wxe7 27 
hS SdS= Korman—Alburt, Lund 
1976. 

(b2) 21 ... Bf7 22.43 (22 £3? 
Axa2+!F) 22 ... Ac6 23 Axd5 
@Axd5 24 2c4 Acxe7 25 Af3 (25 
&xe7 Bxe7 26 AfS c6 27 Axe7+ 
Wxe7=) 25 ... Bxf3 26 Wxf3 c6 
27 Efl h6 28 wf7+ gh8 29 
&d3 Wd6! gave White sufficient 
compensation only to regain the 
pawn in Hiibener—Sprenger, cor- 
res. 1983/4. 

{b3) 21 ... Bf2 22 a3ucSind3 
ab cd 24 Xxd4 h5! with at least 
equality in Marjanovic—Ciéo- 
vacki, Sombor 1978. 

19 b5!? c5! (19 ... c6 leads to 
positions considered in the note 
to Black’s 19th move in the main 


game; 19... 2f3? 20 Axf3 wxf3 
21 wxf3 Bxf3 22 2xb6 ab 23 
e7+—3; 19... &c6?! 20 2g5! Wes 
21e7 Bfe8 22 AfS!+ Marjanovic— 
Rogulj, Yugoslavia 1975; 19 ... 
WeS just gives White an extra 
option besides transposing to the 
main line with 20 285 cS, viz. 20 
&h6!? cS 21 Hgi and now Black 
should try 21 ... g6, since after 21 
... cd 22 Wxg7+! Wxg7 23 2xg7 
Bf2 24 gxd4+ Eg2 25 Exhi 
Ac6 26 &c5 He8 27 e7! Ad7 28 
2d6 a6 29 2c4+ g7, 30 Hel! 
intending @d5—c7 would have 
given White some advantage in 
Kveinis—Panchenko, Daugavpils 
1979.) 20 2g¢5 (20 Hxhl 46d5 21 
&g5 wWxd4 22 wxd4 cd 23 Axd5 
ERac8+ 24 bi @xd5 25 e7= 
SDO) 20 ... We5 (20 ... 2137 
21 @xf3 Wxf3 22 Wxf3 Bxf3 23 
e7+—; 20... Wf2 with the ideas 
21 e7 cd and 21 2h6 wf6 22 ALS 
&f3! may well be playable.) 21 e7 
cd 22 efW+ 2xf8 23 Bxhl (63) 
(After 23 Wxd4?!, Black has 23 
... &xa2+!, based on 24 @xa2? 
WxbSF 25 Exhi? Wc6+. Weide- 
man—Hubner, Bundesliga 1983 
continued instead 24 @c2 wf5+ 
25 2d3 Wf2+ 26 Wxf2 Bxf2+ 
27 Sb3 Axc3 28 be Bxh2 29 
&d8 and the grandmaster was 
subsequently held to a draw.) Now 
Black must choose carefully: 

(a) 23 ... a5? 24 We2! (24 we4? 
@xa2+!00) 24... We7 25 we6+ 
Sh8 26 Rfl!+— Bxfl+ (26 ... 
Eg8 27 Re7! Wce8 28 wrxb6 
Axa2+ 29 Sbl Axc3+ 30 be 


” 
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wxc3 31 We6 h6 32 &c4 1-0 
kenet—Darcyl, Belfort 1983) 27 
2xfl h6 28 We8+ h7 29 we4+ 
~h8 was Strenzwilk—Ladzinski, 
Jaltimore 1981; the plan 30 2f4 
Wo5 31 &g2 Ad7 32 wWe8+ ASL8 
3 Wb5 Dxa2+ 34 gc2 Ab4+ 
5S &b3 We8 36 Wxb7 was 
ufficient to give White a winning 
nding. 

(b)a23 1. Bc8? 24-Sb1 de 25 
Wxb4 c2+ 26 $cl+— SDO. 

(c) 23... h6!? 24 @xh6 dc and 
iow 25 Hgi Bf7 (25 ... cb+!? 
}DO) 26 Wxb4 Wxh2, as given by 
Nall and McCambridge, is rather 
nclear. SDO analyses 25 Wxb4 
b+ 26 Sbl w+ 27 &xb2 
wf6+, when Black has all the 
hances. 

(d) 23 ... a6!? is reasonable. 24 
we2 Wxe2 25 2xe2 (25 Axe2? ab 
6 Axd4 2f2!4 is SDO’s improve- 
nent on Boleslavsky’s analysis.) 
nd now 25... @4d5= (Boleslav- 
ky) and 25... dc 26 2e7 He8 27 
pxb4 Bxe2 28 &xc3 (SDO) are 
oth adequate for Black. 

(ce) 23... de!? is the simplest for 
slack. 24 Wxb4 cb+ (24... h6!? 


drew comfortably in Murey— 
Alburt, Beersheva 1980.) 25 bl 
@d5! 26 Wed (26 2c4 We4+ 27 
@xb2 Bf2+ 28 ga3 Bf34+ is a 
perpetual, since 29 #a4?? fails to 
29 ... a6.) 26... Hf2 (Threatens 
27 ... We4+!) 27 Wc8+ f7 28 
Wxb7+ $g8 29 Wc8+ 2f8 30 
we4 Sf2 31 Wce8+ 4-4 Krantz— 
Nederkoorn, corres. 1977. Black 
must keep re-installing the threat, 
so White must keep checking. 
Li? Gave c6 

17 ... &c6?! 18 0-0-0 wf6 19 
gh 0-0 is a bad line for Black: 20 
&g5 WeS 21 e7 Hfe8 22 AfS!+. 

18 0-0-0 0-0 

18 ... D4d5? 19 Axc6! be 20 

Wxg7+—. 
19 gh 

Now 19 @xc6? Axc6 20 Hxd8 
&xd8 leaves Black material up. 

1s... h5! 

Bad are 19... cb? 20 @fS wi6 
21 2d4+— and 19... H6d5?! 20 
&c4! Gh8 21 2g5 Wad (21 ... 
We8 22 Hxhl) 22 e7 Bfe8 23 AfS 
Axc3 24 2h6+—, as analysed by 
Kovacevic. Here are two alterna- 
tives that, at least, are unrefuted: 

(a) 19... AddS 20 AxdS Wxd5 
(20... AxdS 21 2c4; 20... &xd5 
21 2d3 wf6 22 Bgl) and now 
Roth’s 21 e7!? may be investigated, 
if White does not want a perpetual 
with 21 Bgl g6 22 2d3 2f3! 23 
Wxg6+. 

(b) 19... Wf6 20 2g5: 

(b1) 20... We5S? 21 e7 Bfe8 (21 
... BT 22 @fS! 2d5 23 Dh6+ 
Wall; 21 ... cb 22 efW+ 2xf8 
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23 Bxhi Ad3+4+ 24 gc2 AF2 25 
wWe6+ Wxe6 26 Axe6 Axhl 27 
Axf8 Sxf8 28 2e3+— Bottlik) 
22 DFS h5 23 Wxb4+ Wall. 

(b2) 20 ... Wf2!? is recom- 
mended by SDO. 21 €7 gives Black 
the choice between 21 ... cb 22 
efW+ Bxf8 23 We2 (23 a3 Ac6; 
23 ge7!? We3+; 23 Ade2 2f3 
24 We6+ @h8 25 wf5!?) 23 ... 
wxe2 24 Adxe2 2f3 25 Re7 Hes 
26 &xb4 2xe2 27 Hel gh5 28 
@xb5= and 21... Hfe8 22 fl 
(22 £e2!?) 22 ... Wg2 23 wWf5!? 
(23 wf4 h6; 23 We6+ Hh8 24 wf7 
h6) 23 ... h6 24 Ae6 (24 Le2!?) 
24... Wc2+ 25 Wxc2 Axc2 26 
4c7. White could try 21 e2, 
preserving the bishop while cut- 
ting out Black’s threats to c2 and 
d3. 

20 =Weg3 

The only way to keep control 
of g7 and f5 loses the initiative: 20 
wg6 cb 21 Bxhi We7!. 

| oe cb 
21 = 2g5 

21 }f5? fails to the typical queen 
sacrifice 21 ... Bxf5 22 Bxd8+ 
Zxd8, whilst after 21 Xgl?, 
White’s king becomes the centre 
of attention: 21 ... wf6 22 A@fS 
@xa2+!! 23 Axa2 Hac8+ 24 dl 
&f3+ 25 Wxf3 wxfS—-+. 


ie whs 
2 ef hes (64) 
23 «&xhi?! 


After this White is in some 
trouble. After 23 Wxb8!? Baxb8 
24 Bxhl EHbc8 25 dbl ab 26 
Bgl, White has the g-file for active 


4\c6 


operations. Together with the e- 
pawn, this ensures that White is 
at least no worse. 


23 wWxg3 
24 hg Eac8! 
25 &bl a6 

26 «ed Ec7 

27) = & FS 4c8! 

28 = soXcl Exel+? 


* Black is looking for a good 
way to remove the e-pawn, but 
in complicated endings, even a 
specialist like Kovatevic can go 
astray. He later demonstrated the 
correct method: 28 ... Ad5 29 
Exc7 @xc7 30 ec2 (30 Ded6?! 
@xd6 31 Axd6 Zb8— +) 30... g6! 
31 Dfd6 (31 Af6+ Sf7 32 Axes 
4 xe8 33 De3 DAxe7+F) 31... Axd6 
32 Axd6 Ebs 33 Sd3 De8 34 
Axe8 Bxe8 35 od4 Bc8 36 Sd5 
$f7 and Black wins. 

After the text, the game finished 
29 Sxcl Ad5 30 Ded6 Axd6 31 
@xd6 Hxe7 32 &xe7 Axe7 33 
d2 (Now Black must be careful.) 
33... b6 34 Se3 g6 35 Sf4 Hg7 
36 Sg5 AdS 37 He8+ Sf7 38 
Ad6+ g7 39 He8+ Sf7 40 
Ad6+ vg? 4-4. 
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4 f3 is the most popular line 
against the Alekhine. White 
develops in the most natural man- 
ner, supporting the eS pawn. The 
principal replies, 4... g6 and 4... 
£24 are the subject of the next 
three chapters. 

Here we investigate the conse- 
quences of other moves, which 
range from rather passive to blat- 
antly provocative. The most reli- 
able of these ideas is 4... de 5 
“\xe5 g6, as played many times by 
Kengis. 


Christiansen—Alburt 
US Ch (South Bend) 1981 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 
4 4f3 (65) 


4 we Abo 

This is a fairly solid move, pre- 
venting &c4 while preparing ... 
“c6 and/or ... g6. However, vol- 
untarily withdrawing the knight 
from its central post is not an 
especially logical idea. White can 
certainly keep a slight edge, or try 
more ambitious methods. 

4... c6 5 c4 Ac7 6 h3 (6 ed 
Wxd6 7 Ac3 g6 8 2e3 Rg7 9 
wd2 224?! 10 gS! Hba6?! 11 
h3 2c8 12 Bdl 2f5? 13 g4 2e6? 
14 dS! cd 15 cd 0-0-0? 16 de Wc6 
17 wd7+!! 1-0 Hort-S. Biicker, 
W. German Ch [Bad Neuenahr] 
1987; 6... ed) and now: 

(a) 6... g6 7 ed ed 8 Ac3 &g7 
9 2g5 wd7 10 Wd2 0-0 11 2e2 
f6 12 2h6 dS 13 &xg7 dxg7 14 
0-0 wi7 15 cd Axd5 16 &c4 Reb 
17 Hfel DAd7 18 HAe4 D7b6 19 
2b3 We7 20 AcS Af7 21 Was5t 
Spraggett—Suba, Szirak 1986. 

(b) 6... de 7 DxeS Dd7 8 AF3 
g6 9 Ac3 2g7 10 Re2 0-0 11 
&f4 Deb 12 2e3 We7 13 Wel c5 
14 de Adxc5 15 0-0 &xc3 16 
wxc3 @f4. Now Anand recom- 
mends 17 Sfel!? @xe2+ 18 
Bxe2+. Instead Anand—Suba, 
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Palma GMA 1989 continued 17 
Sdl (67! (17... Acd3!? 18 Delt; 
17... Hd8 18 @Ad4 WeScao) 18 
Ad4! a6 19 @f3! g5 20 Badl e5 
21 Ab3+. 

4... @£52! 5 2d3 Wd7 (5... 
&xd3 6 Wxd3 e6 7 0-0 de 8 de+; 
5... 226 6 2xg6 hg 7 c4 Abb 
8 e6+) 6 0-0 Hc6 (6... Ab4 7 
&xf5 wxf5 8 c3! Ac2?! 9 DAh4 
we4 10 @d2 Wd3 11 bl de 
12 Adf3!+ Kavalek—Ljubojevic, 
Lanzarote 1973) 7 c4 (7 ed; 7 &xf5 
wxf5 8 c4 Abo 9 ed ed 10 Hel+ 
Se7+ Timman-—Ljubojevic, Hil- 
versum 1973) 7 ... Q2b6 (7 ... 
&xd3 8 Wxd3 Db6 9 ed ed 10 
Hel+ 2e7 11 d5 Ad8 12 We2+) 
8 ed cd 9 b3 &xd3 10 Wxd3 e6 
(10 ... g6) 11 2a3! 2e7 12 Bc3 
0-0 13 d5!+ Rivas—Ochoa, Span- 
ish Ch 1978. 

5 a4 

5 Ac3 g6 (5... 2g4?! 6 h3!?) 6 
2f4 (6 2e2 227 7 a4 a5 8 0-0 
Ac6 9 ed cd 10 dS Ab4 11 &e3 
0-0 12 Wd2 &g4 was relatively 
harmless in Prandstetter—Neckar, 
Praguea1983.) & «1 Sgt on 
2g¢4 7 h3 &xf3 8 Wxf3 Ac6 9 
0-0-0 2g7 10 &2b5 was good 
for White in Gobet—Landen- 
bergue, Bern 1989.) 7 Wd2 224 
(7... 0-0?! 8 h4 hS 9 2h6 de 10 
&xg7 Sxg7 11 DxeS A8d7 12 
we5 xe5 13 Wxe5+ + Ambroz-— 
Neckar, Prague 1983; 8 h3!?) 8 
&h6 (8 We3?! Ac6 9 0-0-0 0-0 
10 2e2 Wc8 11 Hhel Hd8 was 
fine for Black in Mnatsakanian— 
Konopka, Erevan 1986.) 8... 0-0 


(66) (8... &xh6?! 9 Wxh6 &xf3 
10 gf!). Now: 


(a) 9 h4 &xf3 10 hS &xh5!. 
This line was considered strong 
for White, but Honfi pointed out 
this natural defence. 11 Exh5 (11 
Qxe7 “Sxe7 laee4 de) Ifo 
&2xh6 and now 12 Bxh6 8d7 
(12 ... de 13 Bh4!?) 13 Bh3 Be8 
gives Black a sound extra pawn, 
whilst the rook sacrifice 12 Wxh6 
gh is insufficient after 13 @d3 f5 
14 ef Bf7 or 13 Ded f6 14 c6 Wes 
15 eed 35: 

(b) 9 &xg7 gxg7 10 ge2 de 
(10... Ac6 11 0-0-0 de 12 Axe5 
faxeS 13 wf4! Schlosser) 11 Axe5 
&xe2 12 Axe2 ¥8d7 13 wa5s!? 
34-4 M. Schlosser—Honfi, Vienna 
1990. White has a very small edge. 

5 ge2 26 6 0-0 2977 2f4 (7 
ed cd 8 a4 0-0! 9 aS d5 10 c4 
®f6 11 h3 dS= Honfi-Schmid, 
Monte Carlo 1970) 7... Dc6 8 c3 
0-0 9 Abd2 £f5 10 Rel wd7 
11 2f1 Sad8= Kupper—Schmid, 
Krefeld 1967. 

5 2d3 2g4 (5 ... Ac6 6 ed 
ed!= Kengis) 6 h3 &xf3 (6 ... 


&h5?! 7 g4 296 8 e6!+) 7 wxf3 
“c6 8 e6!? (Kengis’ suggestion 
8 &b5 de 9 de Wd5+ may be 
preferred.) 8 ... fe 9 WhS+ £d7 
10 c3 We8. Now 11 Weg4! should 
be tried, since 11 We2 g6 12 0-0 
&g7 13 a4! aS 14 Ad2 e5 15 Af3 
Sc8 16 DAgS Ad8 17 de Rxe5 
was unclear in Vitolins—Kengis, 
USSR 1986. 
Seer ais a5 

5 ...c6 6a5 DAdS 7 Re2 g6 8 
0-0 227 9 c4 “c7 10 ed!? Wxd6 
11 Ac3 0-0 12 2e3 Aba 13 Wel 
2g4 14 dit Sigurjonsson— 
Larsen, Ljubljana—Portoroz 1977. 

5... 2846 a5 26d7 7 h3 2hS 
8 e6 fe 9 g4+ Matanovic. 

6 Ac3 

6 2b5+ c6 (White’s idea is that 
Black’s knight is robbed of the c6 
square.) 7 2e2 (7 2d3 g6 8 0-0 
227 9 ed Wxd6 10 Abd2 0-0 
11 c3 @8d7 12 He4t Lukin— 
Ragialis, Tbilisi 1973) 7 ... g6 (7 
... de 8 AxeS ABd7+; 7... 2248 
&bd2 @8d7 9 Ag is an improved 
version for White of the line 4... 
&g4 5 ge2 c6 6 c4 Abb 7 Abd? 
A8d7 8 Ag5S.) 8 h3 (8 0-0 287 9 
ed wxd6 10 Abd2 0-0 11 fel 
&f5 12 c3 A&$d7= Anand—Kon- 
opka, Frunze 1987) 8 ... %&g7 
9 0-0 0-0 10 af4+ Ciocaltea— 
Hecht, Dortmund 1973. 

6 ed is best met by 6... ed. 
Instead 6... cd 7 &b5+ 2d7 8 
d5! 26?! 9 wd4 Bg8 10 0-0 2xb5 
11 ab @8d7 12 Hel &g7 13 
Wdil+ was Hjartarson—Wolf, 
Bundesliga 1989/90. 
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ANS aged 
After 6 ... g6, the violent 
approach works better thanks to 
the inclusion of a4 a5: 7 2f4 297 
8 Wd2 224 9 gh6 0-0 10 h4 
SxfS)leehsS aexhd5 42 Bxs 
&xh6 13 Wxh6 gh 14 Hed! £6 15 
e6 (15 Ha3) 15 ... We8 16 a3! 
with a murderous attack. There- 
fore Black should play less 
ambitiously, e.g. 8...0-Oor9... 
&xh6, but with little hope of 
equality. 
7 h3 &h5 
7 13. SiS 8 Weis. dd 9 6! fe 
10 wh5+ &d7 11 &f4 g6 12 
WeS! Hg8 13 h4 227 14 We3 
intends g3 and £h3 with devas- 
tation. 
8 eb! fe 
9 ge2 2 xf3?! 
9... Ac6 10 AgS Kxe2 11 
@xe2 wd7 12 Af4 Axd4! 13 ge3! 
e5 14 whS+ g6 15 Axg6 Axc2+ 
16 ge2 hg 17 Wxg6+ od8 18 
Aeb+! Sc8 19 Bhel!+. 
10 2&xf3 c6 


11 We2 26 

12 ed Aab 
13. }g5 “eT 
14 &g4 Rh6 
15 ®xe6! &xe6 
16 &2xe6 axel 
17 Bxel “\xa4 
18 0-0 d5 

19 b3 Abb 
20 =We5 xfs 
21 We7 wd6 
22 + # Xcel wf4 


White’s grip on the position 
cannot be shaken by 22 ... a4 23 
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c4! or 22... Ad7 23 Wxh7. Black’s 
actual choice allows an excellent 


sacrifice. 
23 «=gd7+! &xd7 
24 Hxe7+ £d8 


24 ... &c8 fails to 25 g3 wf6 

26 He8+. 
28 Exb7 Ea6é 

Instead 25... Be8 26 2xb6 Wec7 
27 Bb7 Wxg7 28 Exg7 Ke7 29 
Hg8+ He8 30 Hxe8+ dxe8 31 
Hal! gives White a won ending. 
The move in the game caves in 
immediately: 26 We7+ c8 27 g3 
wf7 28 Wxf7 Bxf7 29 Bxf7 a4 30 
Hel d8 31 ba Bxa4 32 Zbl 
Ha6 33 Exh7 1-0. 


I. Marinkovié—V. Bagiroy 
Leningrad 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 DF3 
ee ANc6 

This is an immensely risky and 
ambitious line. Following the e6 
pawn sacrifice, White has a num- 
ber of lines which come very close 
to winning by force. However, 
Black’s defensive and counter- 
attacking resources are quite con- 
siderable — in particular, the 
black king is surprisingly capable 
of looking after himself in hand- 
to-hand combat. 

5 4 

Two other moves are less harm- 
ful: 

5 ge2 de 6 Axe5 (6 de trans- 
poses to 4 £e2 de 5 de Ac6 6 
Af3) 6... AxeS 7 de RF5 8 a3 e6 
9 0-0 a5 10 &f3 c6 11 Ad2 ge7 
12 De4 0-0 13 c4 Db6 14 wh3 


&xe4 (14... Ad7 15 Wc3 Ac5 16 
@Axc5 #xc5 17 Hdl Wb6 18 ge3! 
fd8 19 2d6! Kengis—Grigorian, 
Togliatti 1985) 15 2xe4 wd4 16 
Zell. a4=. 

5 2b5 a6 6 &xc6+ (6 a4 
&b6) 6... be 7 0-0 (7 h3 &f5 8 
4a3 e6 9 Dc4 Re7 10 We2 0-0 
11 0-O Wd7 12 a5 Bfb8 13 a3 
c5!? 14 c4 Wad! 15 @d2 Hf4! 16 
We3 2d3 17 b4 Wd7 18 ed cd 
19 Habl 2d8!F Oll-Komarov, 
USSR 1984) 7... e6 (7... 224 8 
h3 £hS 9 Dbd2 e6 10 Ac4 Re7 
11 a5 wd7 12 c4 Db6 13 wWhb3 
Zb8& 14 ed cd 15 c5+ Lobron- 
Kindl, Berlin 1984) 8 Abd2 g£e7 
9 Hc4 aS! 10 Bel a4 11 2d2 
&2d7 12 Wel 0-0 13 DS wbs8= 


Shamkovich—Larsen, Moscow 
1962. 

= abe Ab6 

6 e6 


A very important alternative 
approach is 6 ed. Then 6... cd?! 
is bad: 7 dS (7 h3!? g6 8 dS De5 9 
Ac3 |Axf3+?! 10 wxf3 227 11 
a4+ Rogulj—Verrascina, Rome 
1990) 7... DeS (7... Ab& 8 Dc3 
&g4 9 ge2 D8d7 10 b3 gxf3 
1] @xf3eg6 12 285 Qe7 13 
&cl+ Kots—Alburt, Kiev 1970) 8 
ADd4! Aexc4 9 a4! DeS 10 Ac3 a5 
11 &b5+ @d7 12 f4 &xb5 13 
fe &c4 14 e6!+ Adorjan-Polgar, 
Budapest 1973. 

After 6...ed, play can transpose 
to the Exchange Variation, or 
White can try an early advance to : 
d5:7d5 De5 8 Ad4 (8 Axe5 de 9 
&d3 2b4+ 10 Dc3 0-0 11 0-0 


f5 12 Wb3 £e7 13 DAbS Ad7= 
Przewoznik—Bohm; Polanica 
Zdroj 1980) 8 ... cS! (After 8 ... 
&e7, Pogorelov recommends 9 
f4!? Dg4 10 Re2 D6 11 Ac34; 
since 9 £e2 0-0 10 b3 c5! brought 
equality in V. Gurevich—Pogor- 
elov, USSR 1988.) 9 de Axc6, with 
... dS to follow, should equalise 
according to Pogorelov. If White 
wishes to exchange on eS, it is 
better to do so with the bishop 
already committed to e7, ie. 7 
&e2 Re7 and now 8 dS 4eS5 9 
@xe5 or 8 Dc3 0-0 9 d5 DeS 10 
“\xe5, but this is not troublesome 
for Black. A line to avoid is 7 2e2 
2e7 8 Dc3 2g4 9 b3 0-07! (9 ... 
&f6) 10 h3 which transposed to 
a good line for White of the 
Exchange Variation in Sigur- 
jonsson—Bischoff, Reykjavik 1982. 
GON ces fe 
7 +h4 

7 Dg5 is generally met by 7... 
e5. The natural 7... Wd7? is bad 
due to 8 2d3 g6 9 @xh7 Bxh7 
10 @xg6+ Bf7 11 &xf7+ Sxf7 
12 whS+ @g8 13 h4+-—, whilst 
7... g6?! is very risky, e.g. 8 d5 ed 
9 cd De5 10 f4 D7 11 2b5+ 
2d7 12 He6 We8 13 &xd7+ 
wWxd7 14 4c3 c6 15 0-0 Dxd5 16 
@®xd5 cd 17 f5! gf 18 wxd5 2d8 
19 @xd8 Bxd8 20 &g5 227 
21 &xf5+ J. Polgar—Orev, Varna 
1988. However, the apparently 
suicidal 7... h6 might be playable: 
8 whS5+ ¢d7 9 Sf7 (9 Dxe6!? 
may give no more than a draw.) 9 
... We8 and now 10 Wg6? Kg8 11 
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&d3 Dd8 12 Wh7 wxf7 13 226 
Hh8! 14 Wxh8 Wxg6 15 wxf8 
Wxg2 16 Efi We4+ was good 
for Black in I. Gurevich—Hadjadj, 
World U-14 (Mendoza) 1985. 
Instead 10 2d3 Ad8 11 226 
A xf7 12 &xf7 wd8 13 d5 c6 (13 
... C517) 14 de+ c7 15 c5 AdS 
and 10 2e2 Hg8 11 d5 Ad4 just 
seem unclear. 

After 7... 
three moves: 

(a) 8 Wf£3 Ad4 9 wf7+ $d7 10 
2e3 hé! (10 ... Ac2+? 11 $d2 
wins: 11... Axe3 12 fe We8 13 c5! 
or 11 ... Axal 12 De6 We8 13 
Wxe8+ Sxe8 14 Axc74+ Ld7 15 
&xb6 ab 16 Axa8 Sc6 17 2d3.) 
11 gxd4 hg 12 &xeS! We8! 13 
wf3 £d8 and now 14 4c3? de 15 
cS Ad7 16 c6 be was a natural, 
but incorrect sacrifice in Bondar-— 
Komarov, Kirovabad 1984. 
Komarov considered 14 2c3 
unclear. 

(b) 8 d5 Ad4 9 2d3 (9 2e37! 
2f5; 9 @xh7? 2f5): 

(b1) 9... 275 10 QxfS AxfS 
11 %e3! (Blatny’s improvement 
over 11 e6, maintaining control 
over f7.) 11... Wd7?! (11... g6 12 
24 Dg7 13 wi3 wd7 14 Dd2 e6 
15 0-0-0 ed 16 cd c6? 17 Ade4+ 
Haba-—Freisler, Czech Ch 1987; 16 
... h6 was necessary.) 12 g4 @xe3 
13 fe 0-0-0 (13... Axc4 14 We2! 
Db6 15 DBc3+) 14 Bd2! (14 AL7 
@Axc4oo) 14... He8 15 Heb g5 16 
a4+ c6?! (16... hS 17 a5 Da8 18 
De4 hg) 17 a5 Da8 18 He4 h6 19 
Wb3 &b8? (19 ... Ac7 20 D4c5!) 


e5 White has tried 
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20 A4c5! dc 21 Axc5 We7 22 
4)a6+ 1-0 Blatny—Horn, Gron- 
ingen Junior 1985. 

(b2) 9 ... g6 10 h4 (10 Axh7? 
2f5 11 &xfS gf 12 whS+ d7 
13 2e3 We8+ Rausch—Schlemer- 
meyer, Bundesliga 1981/2) 10 ... 
&g7 11 Axh7? (11 h5 2f5) 11... 
2f5 12 &xfS gf 13 WhS+ &d7 
14 2e3 We8 15 Wxe8+ Haxe8 16 
&xd4 ed 17 AxgS5 Axc4 18 Ad2 
“Ab6 19 He6 Heg8 0-1 Eichler— 
Horn, corres. 1985. 

(c) 8 2d3 Axd4 (67) (8 ... 26 
can be met by 9 h4 or 9 @xh7 
&f5 10 &xf5 gf 11 Axf8) and 
now 9 Axh7? £e6F is bad, but 
White has two good tries: 


(cl) 9 Wh5+!? 26 10 2xg6+ hg 
11 Wxg6+ (11 Wxh8? 4c2+ 12 
@dl 2fS!F) 11... d7 12 #7 
We8 13 Dxh8 Wxg6 14 Axg6 
Ac2+ (14... &g7? 15 DAa3 Axc4 
16 Axc4! DAc2+ 17 Sdl Axal 18 
&gS Se8 19 He3! e4 20 Scl4+ — 
Marcinkiewicz—Kretschmar, cor- 
res. 1988/9) 15 &dl A@xal 16 
ADxf8+ Se8 17 Kh6 RFS (17... 
@xc4co SDO) 18 Aa3 d5 19 $d2 


Axc4+ (19 ... Ac2) 20 Axc4 de 
21 Hxal 2d8+ and Black regains 
the piece. 

(c2) 9 @xh7 Bxh7 10 Axh7 
2f5 11 Da3 Axc4 (11 ... e6!? 12 
Axf8 Sxf8 13 0-0 c5oo Koma- 
rov) 12 @xc4! (12 0-0? Axa3 13 
ba 2c2! 14 WhS g64; 12 wa4+ 
is well met by 12... bS 13 Dxb5 
2d7 14 Wxc4 2xb5 15 Weg8 
@d7 or 12 ... Wd7 13 Wxc4 
&2xh7.) 12... Ac2+ 13 Sfl Axal 
14 @xf8 Sxf8 15 De3! wd7 16 
d2! (16 Wf3? g6 17 g4 Wc6!! 18 
@g2 wxf3+ 19 &xf3 Le6 20 
2d2 Ac2!—+ Volfi-Podgorny, 
corres. 1974) 16... 2d3+ (16... 
Ac2 17 Axc2 Wa4 18 De3 2d3+ 
19 gl Wxa2) 17 ogi d5 18 
Wxal d4 19 @fl e4 (19... We6 20 
h4 @f7 21 Hh3 2f5 22 Bf3 ve8 
23 Dg3 g6 24 AxfS gf 25 wl a6 
26 hS Sd7 27 h6 Bh8 28 wd3+ — 
Winsnes—Astrom, Sweden 1984) 
20 h4 Sg8 21 hS Bf8 22 h6 e3 
23 Dxe3 de 24 2xe3 Bf7 25 b3+ 
2e4 26 Bh4 2f5 27 ad4 gh 28 
Wel Bh7 29 wf a6 30 Wg3+ 
SF8 31 WeS e6 32 Bf4 Sg8 33 
24 226 34 Bf6 2f7 35 Bxh6 
1-0 Winsnes—Zetterborg, Sweden 
1986. 

7 ®c3 is a slightly calmer move. 

(a)7...e5 8 dS Ad4 9 Axd4 ed 
10 Wxd4 eS 11 de (11 wWd1!9) 11 

. 2xe6 12 Re2 wi6= Vosgt- 
Bohm, Polanica Zdroj 1980. 

(b) 7... Ad7 8 d5!7 (8 2d3 Af6) 
8...ed 9 cd DceS 10 Ad4 Af6 11 
f4 ®f7 12 wb3+ A. Kuzmin-— 
Pogorelov, Budapest 1989. 


(c) 7... g6 8 h4 297 and now: 

(cl) 9 ge3 d5! 10 c5 &d7 (10 
... Ac4? 11 Bxc4 de 12 wa4+ 
Nunn-Vaganian, London 1986) 
11 hS (11 2bS) 11... e5 12 h6 
2f6 13 Axd5 ed 14 Dxf6+ ef 15 
@xd4 is assessed as unclear by 
Nunn after either 15... We7 or 15 
.. DdeS. 

(c2) 9 h5 e5 10 dS Ad4 11 hg 
&g4! 12 gh (12 Axd4 gxdi 13 
Ae6 2c2!= Fleck) 12... wd7 (12 

. €6!? 13 2d3 W600) 13 2d3 
0-0-0 14 @e3 Bdf8 15 @xd4 ed 
16 De4 2xf3 (16... c6!?) 17 gf e6 
18 de Wxe6 19 We2 and now Fleck 
recommends 19... @d7, since after 
19 ... d5? 20 c5!! de 21 cb wxb6 
22 &xe4 d3! 23 Wxd3 Bd8 24 
We4 Wxb2 25 0-0! it was only by 
a miracle that Black survived in 
Kindermann—Fleck, W. Germany 
1983. 

7 £e3 is really quite vicious. 

(a) 7... g6?! 8 h4 227 9 hS e5 
(9 ... Ad7 10 Hgs AF8 11 wf3! 
&f6 12 hg Axg6 13 Axh7 2xd4 
14 gxd4 Axd4 15 Wg4 Ac2+ 16 
@d2 Dxal 17 Wxg6+ gd7 18 
Af6+!+ Gallagher—Landen- 
bergue, Geneva 1987) 10 d5! e4 11 
Ags £xb2 (11 ... He5) 12 Ad2 
&xal 13 Wxal 4e5 14 Adxe4 
Hg8 15 hg hg (Lau—Fleck, Bun- 
desliga 1985/6) 16 f4! Abxc4 (16 
... Dexc4 17 2xb6 Da3 18 We3 
ab 19 Hh8 Bxh8 20 Wxh8+ #d7 
21 Wg7+— and 16... Ag4 17 
Hh8 &d7 18 Ae6 Bxh8 19 Axd8 
Exd8 20 Wg7+-— are lines 
analysed by Fleck.) 17 2d4! b5 
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18 fe de 19 @xc4 be 20 gc3! 
leaves Black in no position to 
defend against 2h7. 

(b) 7... e57! 8 d5 e4 (8... Ad4 
9 ®xd4 ed 10 &xd4 e5 11 de 
&xe6 12 2d3 Wd7 13 0-0 gives 
White a safe edge.) 9 Ags Ae5 10 
@xe4 Wd7 11 Dbd2 e6 12 f4+ 
Popov—Peshina, Riga 1968. 

(c) 7... Ad7 8 Ac3 Af6 (68) 
and now: 


(cl) 9 2d3 g6 10 h4 27 11 
Ag5 e5 (11 ... 0-0? 12 hS) 12 d5 
@d4 13 hS gh!? (13 ... 2g4 14 
{2a 13 ... WeRHST 14 mes) 14 
&xd4 ed 15 De2 (15 DAce4 gg4 
16 Wce2+ Plachetka) 15... c6 16 
Axd4 (16 Af4) 16... Wa5+ 17 
fl 224 18 £3 0-0 19 We2 Axd5! 
20 cd &xd4 21 &xh7+ Gh8 22 
Rg6 (22 228? 2f5—+) 22 ... 
Wxd5 23 &xhS Wb5+ 24 We2 
(24 gel We5+ 25 di RFS 26 
&g6+ $g8 27 2h7+ Sg7 28 
&xfS Exf5 29 Hel wf6 30 Ae6+ 
Sf7 31 Wed 2xb2+ Vogt) 24 

. Wxe2+ 25 Sxe2 4-4 Vogt- 
Cibulka, Trentianske, Teplice 
1974. 
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(c2) 9 h4 Bg8!? 10 2d3 g6 11 
h5 @xh5 12 Bxh5 gh 13 d5 ed 14 
cd Ab8 15 AgS Rg4 16 f3 e5!F 
Zeltner—Schoppmeyer, corres. 
1984. 
7 2d3 can be met by 7... e5, 
when 8 4g5 transposes to 7 Ag5 
e5 8 2d3. 8 de 2g4 and 8 d5 
Ab4 9 Ags Axd3+ 10 Wxd3 e6! 
11 Axh7 We7oo Letelier—Penrose, 
Moscow 1956 are less harmful. 
Also possible is 7... Ab4 8 2e2 
(8 AgS Axd3+ 9 Wxd3 Wd7! 10 
@xh7 Wc6 11 Wg6+ @d7a 
Lehmann—Bogolyubov, Munich 
1950) 8... g69 a3 Ac6 10 b4 2g7 
11 2b2 0-0 12 0-0 We8 13 bS 
“d8 when White’s space advan- 
tage slightly outweighed the pawn 
minus in Vogt—Rogulj, Tren- 
cianske Teplice 1979. 
1 aie e5 

8 45 Ad4 
9 4xd4 ed 
10 Wxd4 

Tal—Larsen, Eersel 1969 con- 
tinued 10 2d3 Wd7! 11 @¢g5 h6 
12 2d2 Wg4 13 2e2 Wed 14 0-0 
&f5 15 a3 and now 15... g6 or 
15... g5!? should have been tried, 
instead of 15 ... Wxh4?! 16 &bS! 
d3 17 Axc7+! Sd8 18 Axa8 de 
19 Wxe2 xa8 20 cS! which gave 
White a strong attack. 

10 2g5 2fS5 11 Wxd4 h6 12 
&e3 Wd7 13 2c3 e5 14 Wd2 ge7 
15 £e2 c5 gave Black reasonable 
play in Amrov—Bryson, Dubai ol 
1986. The move ... hé6 is fairly 
useful. 

Dir wd7 


10... e5 is reasonable: 

(a) 11 de &xe6 12 2g5 (12 
we4?! wd7 13 Wxb7 #£e7) 12... 
wd7 13 ge2 $f7 (13 ... wf7) 14 
0-0 (14 @h5S+?! g8) 14... h6 15 
Re3 £e7 16 Dc3 Bhf8 (Honfi— 
Westerinen, Wijk aan Zee 1969) 
17 we4 with an edge for White 
according to Bagirov. 

(b) 11 wdl 2f5 12 @c3 (12 
&d3 e4 13 We2 Re7 14 &xe4 
&xe4 15 wxe4 0-0 as analysed 
by Herbrechtsmeier, gives Black 
compensation due to White’s 
untidy development.) 12 ... Wd7 
13 £e3 (13 2d3 e4 14 @xed 
@xc4=) 13 ... 2e7 14 Re2 hé 
15 a4 2f6 16 g4 226 17 aS Dc8 
18 wb3 c5 19 Sd2 2d8 20 afi 
0-0 21 £h3 Bf3 22 g5 Bxh3 23 
Exh3 He7 was a good exchange 
sacrifice in Garbarino—Hansen, 
Copenhagen 1982. 

10... 2f5 11 Ac3 wd7 12 £e2 
e5 13 Wdl wf7?! (13 ... h6) 14 g4 
2d7 15 Se3 Re7 16 a4+ P. 
Cramling—Behrhorst, Lugano 
1983. 

» We ge2 

11 2h3 We4 12 2f4 cS 13 de 
e5 gives Black adequate play. 


1) Cee e5 
12. de wWxe6 
13. _&h3! 


13 2g5 cS (13 ... WeS) 14 wd3 
(14 We3 d5) 14... We5 15 &c3 
SfS 16 Wed Wxe3 17 &xe3 
0-0-0 is comfortable for Black. 

3 ss c5 
14. We3 
14 wf4 wfS 15 2e3+ e7 16 


Wxd6 allows the startling 16 ... 
Wxf2+!+. 


re Re7! 
15 e3 
15 Wxg7? Bg8 16 Wxh7 Bxg2F. 
er wf7 
16» =h5! 


This looks devastating, but, as 
often happens in the Alekhine, 
Black’s king leads a remarkable 
counter-offensive. 


AG te, Wxh5 
17 Wxg7 wxh4 
18 Wxh8+ 

18 g3? Whi+ 19 Se2 24+! 
Mm is. ef7 
19 8f3+ 

19 @d2? 2f5! 20 Wce3 2f6F. 
a Sn5! 


20 «axf5+ (69) 
20 Wc3? 2f6 is good for Black 
since 21 Hxf5 can be met by 21 
... We4+. 


20 es. &g6 
21. We3 &xf5 
22 «=Ad2 eb 


White has some development 
problems, so decides to liquidate 
to a tenable ending: 23 Wh3+ 
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Wxh3 24 gh £f6 25 a4 d5 26 cd+ 
@®xd5 27 Ha3 DAb4 28 he2 d5 
29 Bf3 Be8+ 30 gdl Heb 31 b3 
&c6 32 Ac4 b6 33 Rd2 Ad5 34 
$c2 a6 35 BFS &d4 4-4. 


N. De Firmian—M. Rohde 
US Ch (Long Beach) 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
Ane ass de 
5 @®xe5 

5 de is less ambitious, e.g. 5... 
g6 6 £c4 c6 7 0-0 227 8 2b3 
0-09 Hel 2e6 10 Dbd2 4d7 11 
Ad4 Ac7 4-4 Dautov—Kengis, 
Baden Baden 1990. 

Se ies Ad7 

5... Ad7 is a highly risky and 
provocative move, which, despite 
being more than thirty years old, 
is still controversial. The sacrifice 
on f7 is certainly good enough for 
an instant draw, but trying for 
more leads to bizarre positions. 

5... e6, on the other hand, is 
just too insipid: 6 Wf3! wf6 (6... 
Af6 7 2e3+) 7 Wg3 h6 8 Ac3 
Ab4 9 2b5+ c6 10 £a4 d7. 
Now Tal recommends 11 Med4! 
wfS 12 £3 AxeS 13 de 2d7 14 a3 
@Ad5 15 c4 Db6 16 Ac2 with a 
solid advantage, though in Tal- 
Larsen, Bled (6) 1965, 11 0—O @xe5 
12 de Wg6 13 wf3 wf5?! 14 We2 
%e7 15 a3 DBd5 16 AbS! also 
proved effective. 

6 ®xf7!? 

6 24 e6 (6... Axe5 7 de c6 8 
wf3 We7! was analysed by Van 
der Wiel: 9 0-07! Wxe5 10 &c3 
ge6 11 2e3 Axe3 12 Rxe6 
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wxe6 13 Bfel wfS+, 9 &xd5 
wxe5+ 10 e4 f5 11 Ac3 fe 12 
wxe4 wxe4+ 13 Axe4 2fS5S=, or 
9 2f4 g5!? 10 223 hS 11 Bc3! 
Se6 12 h4 and now 12... Af4!? 
or 12... ¢4 13 AxdS+.) 7 Wed h5 
8 We2 Axe5 9 de 2d7 10 0-0 
(Tal—Larsen, Bled 1965) 10 ... 
wh4!=. 

6 Af3 e6 (6... g6 7 c4 AS6 8 
“Ac3 2g7 9 g3 0-0 10 2g2 Db6 
11 b3 e5 12 de Wxd1+ 13 @xdl 
Ag4 14 2b2+ Byrne—Rohde, 
New York 1989) 7 g3!? g2e7 8 
2g2 (Jansa recommends 8 c4 as 
preserving some advantage, 
though this is certainly not terrify- 
ing for Black.) 8 ... 0-0 (8 ... b5) 
9 0-0 bS!? 10 Hel (10 We2 a5) 10 
... &b7 11 We2 and now in Jansa— 
Martin, Gausdal 1990, 11 ... a6 
12 a4! gave White some useful 
queenside play. 11 ... b4 was best. 

6. &xf7 
7 Wwh5+ Seb 
8 4 

8 g3!? bS (8... A769 2h34 
Sd6 10 WeS+ Gc6 11 2g2 bS 
12 a4 b4 13 c4 be 14 be ga6 15 
Ad2 e6 16. c4 2d6 17 Wxe6!!+ —) 
9 a4 (9 b3 b4 10 a3 A7f6 11 2h3+ 
$d6 12 WeS5+ gc6 13 2g2 
should, in Angelov—Orey, corres. 
1961, have been met by 13 ... 
wWd6.) 9... c6 10 2h3+ (10 ab g6 
11 We2+ &f7 12 beoo) 10 ... 
Sd6 11 ab (11 We2 47f6) 11... 
cb (11 ... Sc7?! 12 Qg2! D776 13 
We2 294 14 Wc4 wd7 15 0-0 e6 
16 Xa6! Ab6 17 Bxb6!+ — Bozic) 
12 Ad2 47f6!? 13 We5+ Sc6 14 


222 e6 (14... wd6 15 b3! b4 16 
we2) 15 0-O 2d6 16 We2 a6 17 
c4!? be 18 Axc4 Sd7 19 DeS+!? 
&xe5 (19 ... Se8 20 225) 20 de 
gave White enduring compen- 
sation and attacking chances in 
Todorovic—Bodiroga, Palic Jun- 
ior 1988. The game finished 20... 
Ae8 21 We4 2b7 22 2g5 hS! 23 
wh4 Wb6 24 Hacl Dec7 25 Wa4+ 
&2c6 26 Wa3! AbS 27 wd3 Haf8 
28 Wg6 BZhg8 29 2e3! wb7 30 
&cS He8 31 Afdl Ac7 32 2d6 
Ab5 33 2cS DAc7 34 Bd2 a5 35 
Bdc2 2a4 36 Bc3 2c6 37 2d6! 
1-0. 

White may also take an immedi- 
ate draw with 8 Wh3+ f7 9 
wh5+ etc. 


ee “5f6 
9 45+ ed6 
10 Wwf7 (70) 


Other moves have been tried: 

10 wf5?! Dc5 11 2f44+ e5 12 
2xe5+ (12 de+ &c6; 12 WxeS+ 
@d7 13. g3 @e7) 12... vez 13 
Rxf6+ gf 14 wi3 Of7 15 Ac3 
We7+ 16 2e2 We5 17 0-0 2d6 
18 g3 hS—+ Chandler-Sowray, 
Harrow (Aaronson Masters) 1979. 

10 £f4+? e5 11 c5+ (11 de+ 
Sxe6— +) 11 ... Sey 12 ges 
We8 13 Wh4 &f7F Andreev— 
Kharlamov, USSR 1981. 

10 Wh3 c5 11 Wa3 e5 12 ge3 
b6 13 b4 (13 Ac3 Se7 14 b4 
@ecd700 ECO) 13... Acd7 14 ¢5+ 
e7 15 Dc3 be 16 be Sf7 17 
&c4 Db6! Sowray. 

10 We2 e5 (10... Db8 11 ef44+ 
&d7 Sowray) 11 de c5 12 Ac3 


(12 £f44+7! Se7 13 Ac3 DAxe6 14 
Edl We8 15 AdS+ Sf7 16 Axf6 
&b4+!—+ Sowray) 12... Axe6?! 
(12 ... Se7) 13 2g5 Ad4? 14 
0-0-0 c5 15 Bxd4+ cd 16 c5+ 
@d7 17 Wb5+ e7 18 2c44+— 
Neulinger—Achs, Austria 1987. 

10 c5+ @AxcS 11 2f44+ ed7 
12 2b5+ c6 13 dc+ be 14 WxcS 
(14 Wdl+ @e8 15 2xc6+ 2d7 
16 &xa8 Wxa8) 14 ... wWb6! 15 
Wxb6 ab 16 2e2 2a6 17 2f3? 
e5 18 2e3 Ad5 19 Hd2 (19 &xd5 
cd 20 &xb6 Bb8F) 19... Bb4 
20 0-0-0 2d3 21 “bl (21 a3 
Bxa3!) 21 ... e4 22 294+ gc7 
23 a3 ®xe3 24 fe &c5 25 Zhel 
Ehf8 26 Bd2 Bf6 27 g3 b5 28 Ac3 
b4 0-1 Bastow-—Sowray, Islington 
1978. 


WO: agree. Ae5 

10 ... Ac5? 11 b4! Dce4 12 
f3+— and 10... Abb? 11 Ac3 
we8 12 2f4+ @d7 13 We6+ 
od8 14 WeS5 wd7 15 0-0-0 (In- 
tending 16 cS+—) 15... Bes 16 
2d3! Ad6 17 c5 AT 18 We3 g5 
19 223 227 20 &b5! ws 21 
Shel wf6 22 cb ab 23 d6!+ — are 
not real alternatives. 
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10... DbB!? 11 c5+! (11 Ac3? 
RFS!; 11 2f44+7 eS 12 c5+ &xc5 
13 b4+ Gd6 14 ge3 b6—+ 
Kupper—Popov, Enschede Z 1963) 
Il we. Gad?! (0) ... excd5?12 
Re3+ £d6 13 Da3! a6 14 Ac44+ 
Sd7 15 d6+ Kapengut; 11 ... 
eS? 12 f4+ od4 13 d6 &xc5 
14 Sc3+— Kirsauks—Hansaid, 
corres. 1967) 12 &b5+ (12 c6+7?! 
be 13 dc+ Axc6 14 2b5 We8 15 
we4 2b7 16 0-0 e5 17 &e3 
we6! 18 Wc2 Ad5 19 Hdl Sc8F 
Kirov—Orev, Bulgaria 1978) 12... 
c6 13 de+ be (13 ... Axc6? 14 
0—0+ —) 14 0-0 and now: 

(a) 14... We8? is a standard idea 
in the 10... Ab8 line, but fails in 
this instance: 15 Bd1l+ c7 16 
2f4+ eb7 17 ga6+! 1-0 
Ochsner-T. Sorensen, Arhus 1985. 

(b) 14... c7 15 2f44+ &b7. 
Now 16 226+ @xa6 17 We4+ 
@b7 18 Wb4+ Lab 19 We4+ 4-4 
was Ragialis-Kaunas, Vilnius 
1979, but ECO gives 16 Wb3! Afd7 
(16 ... 2g4 17 £e2+ cB 18 
Bdl) 17 &xc6++ xc6 18 
wf3+ &xcS 19 Eci+ b6 20 
Wb3+ a6 21 We4+ b7 22 
wd5+ a6 23 &c7+. 

(c) 14... Wa5!? 15 Bdl+ Yc7oo 


Ernst—Lindberg, Swedish Ch 
1982. 

11 0 =af4 c5 

12) Ac3 


12 Ad2 g5! 13 223 24 (13 ... 
Sh6 14 D3 BB 15 Dxe5! Wa5+ 
16 edi Bxf7 17 Dc6+ gives 
White a sound extra pawn.) 14 
0-0-0 2h6 (14... Bg8 15 Hel 
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and now after 15... Bg5? 16 2d3 
&h6 17. &c2! a disaster on e5 
follows, whilst 15 ... BHg7 16 
Rxe5+ &d7 17 Web6+ Se8 
gives White a slightly improved 
version of the game, since Black 
has less control over f6. Horvath’s 
analysis continues 18 £&xc7! 
&xe6 19 Rxd8 &xd5 20 ga5 
ge6 21 £34.) 15 Bel Bf8 16 
&xe5+ &d7 17 Web6+ Se8 18 
wd6! (After 18 wxf6? Bxf6 19 
2xf6 Sf7! White does not have 
enough for the queen.) 18... ed 19 
&xf6+ Gd7 20 2xd8 &xd8. 
Bagirov gave this position as 
equal, due to the weakness of f2. 
Kailai-Cs. Horvath, Budapest 
1990 concluded 21 2d3 (21 He2 
@f5) 21... Bxf222 Be2 Bxe2 23 
Rxe2 2d7 24 2d3 4-4. 
le ieee a6 
13. 0-0-0? 

This fails due to Black’s reply, 
threatening to win White’s queen 
by a pin on the cl—h6 diagonal. 
With this problem in mind, Yuda- 
sin suggested 13 Hd1!? The move 
13 b4 has been subjected to much 
analysis, but remains largely 
untested in practice. 

13 b4: 

(a) 13... cb?! 14 cS+ dxc5 15 
Da4+ d6 16 Ab2+ Keres. 

(b) 13... b6? 14 Bb g5 (14... 
cb 15 Exb4 gc5 16 Hbl! Axf7 
17 Aa4+ Hd4 18 £3!+ — Bagirov) 
15 &2¢3 &2h6 16 be+ be 17 Bb7!! 
2d7 18 £d3 We8 (Wolff 
analysed 18 ... Hb8 19 Bxb8 
Wxb8 20 4b5+! ab 21 gxe5+ 


gxe5 22 Wxe7+ od4 23 We3+ 
c3 24 ge2+ Sb4 25 wd2+ 
when White mates.) 19 &f5! Bb8 
(19 ... Wxf7 20 He44+ Dxe4 21 
2&xd7 #) and now Crum pointed 
out 20 Wrxe8! with decisive 
material gain due to the standard 
mating idea. 

(c) 13... We7? 14 0-0-0 Afg4 
(14... g6 15 &xe5+ dxe5 16 dé 
&h6+ 17 f44+!+— Bartek) 15 
Re2 od7 16 &xg4+ Sd8 17 
d6+— Votava—Sarkézy, Czecho- 
slovakia 1988. 

(d) 13... Wb6 14 be+ Wxc5 15 
dl g5! 16 g2xe5+ (16 223 Wa3! 
17 Hd3 Wcl+ 18 4d1 and now 
18... He4 or 18 ... Higd — 
Sark6ézy) 16 ... Sxe5 17 ge2 
Sh6! (17 ... d6 18 0-0 2h6? 
19 Wxf6+) 18 d6 (In view of the 
threat ... Bf8, White must act 
quickly.) 18 ... 2e6 (18 ... He8?! 
19 d7! &xd7 20 Bxd7 Axd7 21 
224) 19 Wxe7 Hhf8 (7/) and 
now, in addition to 20 2h5 
wxc4!, Horvath analysed two 
possibilities: 


(d1) 20 Wxb7. The main lines of 
Horvath’s analysis illustrate 


Black’s resources: 20 ... Ad5 21 
“\xd5 (21 cd Wxf2+!; 21 Hed 
Wb4+) 21 ... Wxf2+ 22 ¢d2 
Wd4+ (22... g4 23 }c3!) 23 del 
(23 Sc2 £f5+) 23 ... wf2+ or 
20-... Hab8 21 wf3 (21 Wxa6? 
4\d5) 21... g4 22 Wg3+ 2f4 23 
Wh4 gxc4!? (23 ... h6 24 0-0 
2g5 25 Wg3+ xrf4=) 24 g3! 
Re3! 25 0-O!loo 2xe2 26 Dxe2 
Bb2 27 Edel }xd6 28 fe Wxe3+ 
29 Shi We4+ 30 dgil=. 

(d2) 20 0-0! Bf7 21 Bfel Bxe7 
22 de. Black has an enormous 
material advantage, most of which 
will have to be returned, even for 
short-term survival. 


MB ce g6! 

14. gxe5+ &xe5 
15 d6 2h6+ 
16 c2 we8! 
17 &d5+ @xd5 
18 wxd5+ &f6 


Thus the king escapes. White 
played a few more moves before 
acknowledging that Black is sim- 
ply a rook up: 19 He4+ g7 20 
WeS+ $f7 21 2d3 (21 de 2#f5) 
21... Rf5 22 g4 2xe4 23 Sxed 
e6 24 Hel Wa4+ 25 $d3 Ehes 
26 h4 0-1. 


Vitolins—Kengis 
Latvian Ch 1990 


1 e4 D6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
de § Axe5 
SP as 26 
6 4 
6 Wf3 can, and probably should, 
be met by 6... f6!?. It has yet to 
be demonstrated that 6... Re6 
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7 c4!? Ab4 8 Wxb7 gives Black 
adequate play: 

(a) 8... Wxd4 9 Wxa8 Dc2+ 10 
he2 WxeS+ 11 gdl Wel+ 12 
@xc2 2f5 13 2d3 We2+ 14 
Sb3 Wxd3+ 15 Ac3 We24+ 16 
Sb4 e5+ 17 a5 2b4+ 18 
&xb4 0-0 19 a3 Dd7 20 wf3 
“b6 21 We2+ — Trepp-—Bischoff, 
Siidlohn 1981. 

(b) 8... Ac2+ 9 Sdi Axal 10 
Wxa8 2g7 11 2d2 O—-O 12 Wxa7 
gives White two extra pawns for 
compensation which is not appar- 
ent. 12... 2f5 13 Aad ged 14 
{3 Ac6 15 Axc6 2xc6 16 Re3+ 
was Halasz—Orev, Kecskemet 
1985. 

6 g3 227 7 c3 0-0 8 &g2 c6 
9 0-0 Bd7 10 Ad3 eS 11 de Axe5 
12 Dxe5 2xe5 13 2h6 He8! 14 
Bel 2f5 15 Ad2 We7! 16 Dc4 
&f6 17 Bxe8+ Hxe8 18 axd5 
cd 19 Ae3 Re4! equalises, since 
in Marjanovic—Donchev, Kastel 
Stari 1988 there followed 20 f3?! 
g5!! stranding the h6 bishop and 
making a pin on the a7—gl diag- 
onal a potent idea. 

6 DAd2 227 7 Adf3 0-0 (7... 
Bd7? 8 Axf7) 8 &c4 c6 9 c3 Dd7 
(9 ... &f5) 10 Dd3 is a modest 
idea; White simply maintains 
control of the e5. Hebden—Marin- 
kovic, Vrnjacka Banja 1989 con- 
tinued 10 ... aS 11 a4 A7f6 12 
0-0 224 13 h3 &xf3 14 Wxf3 h6 
15 Bel+. A likely improvement is 
11 ... &7b6 followed by 12 ... 
@f5, to exchange the more active 
white knight. 
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6 2e2 £27 7 0-0 0-0 (7 ... 
Ad7 8 Af3 c6 9 c4! DSI6 10 Ac3 
0-0 11 h3 Ab6 12 a4 2f5 13 2f4 
Ac8 14 Wb3+ was a good example 
of how Black should not play, 
in J. Polgar—Visser, Amsterdam 
1990.) 8 2f3 c6 9 We2 £e6 10 
Edi @Ad7 11 DAxd7 Wxd7 12 c4 
“b6 13 ®a3 BHad8= Meshkov— 
Bagirov, Podolsk 1990. 

6. eR “\b6 
7 ®&c3 

7 2e3 227 8 f4c59 dc Wxdi+ 
10 &xd1 A6d7 11 Ad3 Hab 12 
Ac3 0-0 13 Re2 Hd8 14 gel eS 
15 fe AxeS 16 AxeS Rxe5S 17 
$f2 2e6 18 Hacl Hac8 19 AdS 
g7 20 b4 2xd5 21 cd Axb4 22 
d6 Ad5 23 2f3 Axe3 24 Sxb7 
Ag4+ 25 of3 Dxh2+ 26 ve4 
£xc5 27 Hxc5 2xd6 28 Bc8 Hd7 
29 2c6 He7 30 od5 293 31 
He8 Bxe8 32 2xe8 Ag4d 33 2b5 
hS 34 &c6 f5 35 a4 h4 36 &b7 
&f2 37 aS Sf6 38 Bcl De5 39 
Hc2 2g1 40 Hcl 4-4 Aseev— 
Kengis, Podolsk 1990. 

7 2e2 287 8 2f4 (8 0-0 cS!) 
8... D&d7 9 Dc3 Axe5 10 xe5 
2xe5 11 de Wxd1+, as given by 
Chandler, more or less equalises. 

7 c5?! D6d7 8 2c4 Dxe5 9 de 
Wxdi+ 10 @xdl d7 was good 
for Black in a computer game in 
the USSR in 1984. 

Ties 2g7 
8 223 

8 £f4 0-0 9 ge2 c6 (Black 
opted for an unusual plan in 
Dvoiris—Kengis, Tallinn 1981: 9 

. (6 10 Df3 g5 11 &e3 g4 12 


@d2 f5 13 c5 f4 14 cb fe 15 fe. 
Now capturing on b6 drops the 
g4 pawn, so Kengis tried 15 ... 
“c6 16 be Wxc7 17 Ade4 2h6 
18 2c4+ Gh8 19 We2 2d7 with 
rather nebulous compensation.) 10 
0-0 2e6 11 b3 B8d7 12 AF3 
224 13 cS &xf3 14 &xf3 e5! 15 
&xeS5 DxeS 16 de Ad7 17 De4 
@xe5 18 Hcl wWa5 left White hav- 
ing to play carefully to hold the 
balance in King—Kengis, Jurmala 
1985. 
8 : c5 (72) 

This ee move gives rather 
better chances than 8 ... 2e6 9 
f4 c6 10 b3 H8d7 11 he2 f6 12 
@fF3! DAc8B (12 ... RF7!2) 13 dS ed 
14 Ad4 Sf7 15 cd f5 16 0-0 Ad6 
17 Xcl 0-0 18 De6 &xe6 19 de 
Af6 20 AdS Axd5S 21 Wxd5 Bc8!+ 
as in an earlier game Vitolins— 
Kengis, USSR 1988. 


9 dec Wxd1+ 
10 &xdi Rxe5 
11 cb 2xc3 
12 be ab 
13. &xb6 2f5 


Black’s compensation is rather 
zood, as the white bishops are 
Dbstructed by the weak c-pawns. 


14 &d2 Ac6 
15 2d3 Zad! 
16 = hbl 2xd3 
17 &xd3 ed7 
18 f4 Eha8 
19 3b2 e5! 
20—sg3 {5 

pS RE Es) e4+ 
Zz «e2 aS 


Black intentions become clear. 
The attack on the queenside 
pawns, together with the strong 
passed e-pawn, is more than White 
can stand. A pleasing tactical 
ending ensued: 23 Zb6 Axc4 24 
Ef6 Sc7 25 BI7+ Ycb6 26 Re7 
Bxa2+ 27 Exa2 Hxa2+ 28 Sb3 
(Has Black blundered?) 28 ... e3! 
(The key move, which enables 
Black to reach a won ending.) 29 
&h4 Hd6 30 He7 Axh2 31 Bxe3 
e4 32 &c4 h6 (The rest is 
straightforward.) 33 &e7 Bg2 34 
$d4 Bxg3 35 Bxg3 Dxg3 36 
eS £d7 37 2h4 De2 38 gel 
&c6 39 g2d2 hS 40 gel cS 
41 gh4 b5 42 of6 Sd5 43 
@xg6 Se4 44 dxhS Axc3 0-1. 


Kudrin—Kengis 
Boston 1989 


1 e4 Af6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 AF3 
de 5 Axe5 26 
6 acd c6 
6... 2e6?! 7 Dc3! 2g7 (7... 
&xc3? 8 2xe6; 7... [62 8 We2!; 7 
... c6!? can be met by 8 De4 “c7 
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9 £b3+ or 8 wf3!? 2279 Ded! 
Ad7!2) 8 Ded Axe5 (8 ... 0-0 9 
“g5+) 9 de Hc6 is an old idea of 
Larsen’s. Rather than 10 #65? 
Adb4! or 10 ABc5 He3! with 
approximate equality, 10 b3! 
seems very strong, defending the 
bishop while preparing play on the 
long diagonal. Vlasak—Platanek, 
corres. 1990 continued 10... Axe5 
(10... 0-0 11 &2h6 Re8 12 cS) 
11 2b2 {6 12 gxeS fe 13 AcS! 
Rf7 14 Axb7 Wd7 15 0-0! Web 
16 DaS WeS 17 &xd5! 2xd5 (17 
... Wxd5 18 Wxd5 axd5 19 c4 
2e6 20 Bfel+—) 18 b4 wdé (18 
... Wb5 19 a4 Wd7 20 c4) 19 c4 
Re4 (19 ... 26 20 WE3 Bb8 21 
EBfdi Wb6 22 c5) 20 We2 2f5 21 
c5 wf6 22 Hael e4 23 f3! ef 24- 
Exf3 Wd4+ 25 Shi 0-0 26 Ac6 
1-0. 

The text has been played with 
considerable success by Kengis. 
There are obvious similarities with 
the line 4... 26 5 &c4 c6 6 0-0 
227 7 ed Wxd6. Black is thinking 
in the long term of a queenside 
advance, and in the short term of 
play against the eS knight. 

7 0-0 

7 Dc3 B27 8 Axd5S (8 De4 0-0 
9 0-0 2f5! 10 Ag3 #e6 11 We2 
@d7 12 Axd7 Wxd7 13 c3 £5!? 14 
Bel 2f7 15 2xd5 wxd5 16 2f4 
c5 17 dc e5 18 &xeS Bfe8 19 f4 
&xe5 20 fe Wxc5+ 21 Wf2 Wxf2+ 
22 &xf2 Bad8 was more than 
OK for Black in Kamber—Kengis, 
Bern 1990.) 8 ... cd 9 2b5+ (9 
wf3?? @xe5 10 &xd5 2f6—+) 9 
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... Ad7 10 Wf3 @xe5! 11 &xd7+ 
&xd7= McKay. 

7 Bd2 Ad7 8 Adf3 Axes 9 
®Axe5 2g7 4-4 Van Riemsdijk— 
Bagirov, Dieren 1990. 

: re 
8 Hel 

8 Ad2 0-0 9 Adf3 Ad7 (9... 
2f57! 10 Hel Ad7 11 c3 AxeS 12 
Axe5 wd6 13 &b3 Had8 14 2g5! 
2e6 15 Ad3+ Mainka-—C. Hor- 
vath, Budapest 1990) 10 Eel (10 
4d3 a5! 11 a4 A7b6 12 2b3 2f5 
13 Hel &xd3 14 Wxd3 e6 15 
225 We7 16 We4 Dc8 17 c4 Dd6 
18 We2 Ab4 19 Hadl Afe8 20 
Wd2 f5 21 g4 De7 22 2f4 wd8 
23 2e5 bS 24 w4 be 25 2xg7 
&xg7 26 DgS Hf8 27 We5+ Sg8 
28 &xc4 DedS 29 Hed Wh8 30 
Af6+ 4-4 Arnason—Kengis, Jur- 
mala 1987) 10... AxeS 11 AxeS 
(11 de 2g4 12 h3 2xf3 13 wxf3 
e6 14 &2b3 Wc7 15 We4 Had8 16 
&g5 2d7 173 h6 18 2h4 He7= 
Magomedov-—Kengis, Frunze 
Otborochniy 1989) 11 ... 2e6 12 
2b3 (12 afl Wc8 13 2d2 2d8 
14.c3 a5 15 Wf3 a4 16 Wg3 Df6= 
Conquest-Maus, Copenhagen 
Open 1990) 12... a5 13 c3 We8 
14 2d2 (14 Dd3 He8 15 Af4 DAxf4 
16 &xf4 2d5 17 h3 Wd7 18 ge5 
f6 19 2g3 bS 20 We2 e6 21 2c2 
a4= Kuzmin—Kengis, Moscow 
1986) 14... Bd8 15 Hcl cS 16 
Wf3 a4 17 2c4 We7 18 Ag4 
&xg4 19 Wxged cd 20 cd Wd7 
21 Wxd7 Bxd7 22 &xd5 4-4 
Smirin—Kengis, Daugavpils 1989. 

8 2b3 0-0 9 We? is a little too 


&g7 


committal. 9... a5!2 (9... &f5 10 
2d1 Ad7) 10 a3 (10. c3) 10... Wb6 
11 Bdi @d7 12 Af3 B76 13 
&)bd2 2f5 14 Dc4 wa6 15 Afes 
Bac8 16 Ad3 Wa7 17 c3 Ded 
gave Black a comfortable game in 
Liberzon—McKay, Nice ol 1974. 
Sie een 0-0 

8... Ad7 9 AL3 A7b6 10 fl 
&24 11 c3 0-0 12 Abd2 We7 13 
h3 2xf3 14 Dxf3 e6 15 g3! Bad8 
16 225+ 2f6 17 h4 &xg5 18 
hg c5 19 dc WxcS 20 We2 “b4 21 
we4 4c6 22 EKad1 led to an ending 
in which White’s queenside major- 
ity proved strong in Arnason— 
Vaganian, Moscow GMA 1990. 

9 h3 

9 c3 2e6 10 Ad2 Hd7 11 HDef3 
(11 @xd7 Wxd7 12 &b3 Had8 13 
DF3 We7 14 We2 Bfe8 15 2d2 
2g4 16 h3 &xf3 17 Wxf3 e6 18 
Kadi bS 19 &g5 Bd7 20 h4 a5 
21 a3 Ec8 22. hS h6 23° Hel es 
24 g4 b4 25 ab ab 26 c4 AS4 
27 &xf4 wxf4 Panbukchian- 
Kengis, Pula 1990) 11... &g4 (11 
.aicT 12.4881) 65.13 Biba A. 
Ivanov—Schmidt, Riga 1982) 12 h3 
Rxf3 13 Axf3 e6 14 2g5 We7 15 
Wd2 Bfe8 16 Badl bS (Compare 
Arnason—Vaganian above. The 
difference between a minority 
attack and a queenside minority 
is tempi.) 17 2b3 a5 18 a3 B7b6 
19 2h6 Had8 20 He5 c5 21 2xg7 
@xg7 22 dc Wxc5 23 &xd5 Axd5 
24 Ag4 f6 25 Wh6+ Ph8 26 Bd4 
We7 27 Wd2 Ed7 28 Hdl Zed8 29 
“e3 DAb6 30 Bxd7 4-4 Klovan- 
Kengis, Latvian Ch 1990. 


9 2b3 £e6 (73) is possibly the 
most critical: 


(a) 10 ¢3 @d7 11 Af3 (11 Ad3 
&f5 12 &2g5 Be8= Sideif Zade— 
Kengis, USSR 1979) 11 ... Ac7 
(11 ... 2g4!7) 12 Rxe6 Axe6 13 
Wb3 wb6 14 Wce4 c5 15 d5 Ac7 
16 Bxe7 Wd6 17 Hel wrxd5?! 
(17... AxdS= Bagirov) 18 Ha3+ 
Tseshkovsky—Kengis, Riga 1981. 

(b) 10 Ad2 Ad7 (10 ... Ac7 11 
@df3 2xb3 12 ab @d7 13 Og4 
hS 14 He3 Abb 15 Ac4 He6 16 
c3+ De Firmian—Alburt, Reykja- 
vik Open 1984) 11 Adf3 AxeS 12 
de (12 “xe5 can transpose to the 
lines following 8 d2.) 12 ... a5 
13. c3 We7?l.(13 ... Wc8) 14 h3 
Ed8 15 Ad4 2c8 16 6 f5 17 wf3 
a4 18 2xd5 Bxd5S 19 2f4 wd8 
20 Had! &xd4 21 cd Ba6 22 b4!? 
was De Firmian-Tal, Moscow 
GMA _ 1990, in which Black’s 
attempt to break out failed: 22... 
#5 23 dc @xe6 24 Zh6 {7 25 
We3 Ef6 26 Exd5 gxd5 27 Hdl 
Bf7 28 WeS e6 29 wxe6 1-0. Black 
may well try 13 ... a4!?, eg. 14 
2xa4 Db6 15 Rc2 (15 Ab3 
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Wxdl) 15... Wxdl 16 Bxd1 ¢d5 
17 Bel Bfd8, or 14 gc2 a3 15 
Ad4 ab 16 2xb2 Whé. 


hoe Sees Dd7 
10 @f3 e6 
11 3 b5! 


11... b6?! 12 295 We7 13 gh4 
Rb7 14 223 Wd8 15 Abd2 D5f6 
16 We2 cS (Kudrin—Kengis, Phila- 
delphia 1989) 17 gd6! Be8 18 
®e5+. Black needs breathing 
room on the queenside. 


12 gf a6 
13 a4 2b7 
14. ®Dbd2 Ww b6 
15 ‘¢4 
Kengis suggests 15 Wb3!?. 
is) ine be 
16 @xc4 Wa7 
17 &a5 c5! (74) 


18 eS? 

This looks strong, but Black’s 
surprising reply leaves White’s 
position hanging. White should 
bale out with 18 Axb7=. 


13 ocak ac8!! 
19 Hac6 We7 
20 «acd 2\7b6 
21 &a5 cd 
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22 wxd4 “Ad7 
23 =Dac6 2b7 
24 =gxd5 Axe5 
Not 24 ... &xc6?! 25 2xc6 
Axe5 26 2f4 DAxc6 27 Wxg7+. 
25 Axe5 axd5 
26 «=68a3 Zad8 
27 =We3 Wwhb7 
28 =We3 Ec8! 
29 ~=—ih4?! Ec2 
30 = h5 Xfc8 
31 &d3 Excl! 


This exchange sacrifice destroys 


White’s queenside. Even after the 
better 32 Axcl, White would be 
struggling. The game finished: 32 
Excl Bxcl+ 33 Axcl Wxb2 34 
We3 2d4! 35 Dd3 2xe3 36 Axb2 
&cl—+ 37 hg hg 38 Ac4 &xa3 
39 Axa3 Sf8 40 aS Se7 41 Ac2 
Sd6 42 Ab4 ac4 43 f4 e5 44 
fe+ gxeS 45 Sf2 Sd4 46 24 
ec5 47 DAc2 2b3 48 Del Hb4 
49 $e3 dxa5 50 g5 eb5 51 
d4 a5 52 Ad3 £e6 0-1. 


Q Alburt Variation: 4 Af3 26 


Lev Alburt has greatly enriched 
the theory of many variations of 
Alekhine’s Defence, but it is in this 
line that his contribution has been 
the most significant. 4 ... g6 pre- 
pares kingside development while 
maintaining the flexibility of the 
queenside pieces. White can trans- 
pose to the Exchange Variation, 
but will normally attempt to profit 
from the weakness of f7. The blunt 
5 Ag5 does not seem an effective 
method, so the main move is 5 
&c4. After 5... Ab6 6 2b3 27, 
White may either continue with 
development, or attack f7 with 7 
@g5, whereupon Alburt has 
shown 7 ... e6 to be playable, 
despite White’s possibilities of 
invading on f6. 

An extremely popular idea for 
White is to try to insert 7 a4 
a5. It appears that White benefits 
slightly more than Black from this, 
so the search is on for other replies 
to 7 a4. If Khmelnitsky’s 7 ... de 
8 a5 D6d7 holds up to analysis, 
the Alburt Variation is alive and 
kicking; if not, it is just alive. 


Ljubojevié-Tal 
Brussels World Cup 1988 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 DL3 
eres 96 (75) 


ES EY 


4G 
of. 


5 4&5 

A few miscellaneous moves: 

(a)5 2e2 297 6 c4 (After 6 0-0 
0-0, weak is 7 2g5 h6 8 c4 hg+ 
Suer—Jansa, Athens 1969, but a 
very solid approach was seen in 
Malevinsky—Lopokhin, RSFSR 
Ch 1986: 7 Hel 4c6 8 ed cd 9 c3 
h6 10 Wb3 Abé6 11 Abd2 e5 12 de 
de 13 Be4 2e6 14 Wa3 and 
although White went on to win, 
Black’s position at this point was 
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not to blame.) 6... Ab6 and now: 

(al) 7 2e37! de 8 AxeS &xeS! 
9 de Wxd1+ 10 Sxd1l DAc6F 11 
@d2 (Ivanovic—Alburt, Reykjavik 
1982) 11 ... &fS! (Threatens 12 
... &b4 to provoke a weakness.) 
12 g4 ge6 13 f4 0-0-0 14 b3 
Ad4! 15 gxd4 (15 h3 hS5!) 15 
... Bxd4 gives Black a winning 
advantage, as Alburt analysed. 

(a2) 7 ed ed is a way for Black 
to refuse a normal Exchange Vari- 
ation. Zso. Polgar—C. Hansen, 
Abenra rapid 1989 continued 8 
&g5 f6 9 ge3 0-0 10 Ac3 Ac6é 
11 0O-O Hh8 12 a4 2g4 13 a5? 
&xf3F. 

(b) 5 c4 Ab6 6 Ac3 (6 h4?! 24 
i mez de? 8 ch.c4 Such ef 10 
&xf3 Qxf3 11 Wxf3 Ac6 12 d5 
Ad4 13 Wce3 wxd5 14 be Zc8) 6 
... &87 7 ge3 (7 2f4 2g4 or 
7... 0-0) 7... 0-0 (7... Dc67! 8 
e6; 7... &g4!?) 8 ed cd is a line 
of the Exchange Variation. 

(c) 5 b3?! 227 6 &b2 0-0 7 c4 
@Db4!? (7 ... Ab6) 8 a3 D4c6 9 
&e2 Ad7 10 e67! fe 11 Ags Af6 
12 0-0 e5 13 d5 h6 14 Af3 Abs 15 
Abd2 e6F Z. Rahman—Hennigan, 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1989. 

(d) 5 h3 is a loss of tempo unless 
White is allowed to transpose to 
the Exchange Variation (5... de!?). 

re c6 

5... de 6 de 227 (6 ... Ac6?! 
7 &b5 h6 8 c4; 6... h6? 7 Axf7 
Sxf7 8 c4 c6 9 Ac3+) 7 Sc4 (7 
c4? Ab4 8 Wxd8+ Sxd8 9 Axf7+ 
Se8 10 Axh8 Axc2+ 11 gd 
@xal 12 Axg6 hg 13 @d3 afs 


14 gxf5 gf 15 f4 Ac6 16 Da3 
2d8+ 17 2d2 Ab4 rescues the 
knight, as Berliner discovered.) 7 

. C6 8 ec 2xe6 9 Axe6 fe 10 
4d?2 is rather a safe pawn sacrifice 
for White. Black has continuing 
problems after either 10 ... Wd6 
11 0-O Ad7 12 De4 Wh4 13 We2 
h6 14 a4 De5 15 2b3 0-0 16 
&2d2 Panchenko-A. Petrosian, 
Riga 1973 or 10... Ad7 11 0-0 
Wb6 12 We2 (12 Wg4? DeS! Pen- 
rose—Cafferty, British Ch 1968.) 12 
... AeS (12 ... e5?! 13 He4 0-0-0 
14 DgS) 13 Ded. 

5... {6 can lead to some amaz- 
ing complications, but unfortun- 
ately it seems that simple play by 
White keeps an edge. 

(a) 6 c4 AG 7 e6 fg 8 dS 227 
9 a4 (76) is regarded as almost a 
refutation, but gives White no 
more than unclear play, provided 
Black chooses a good moment to 
return the piece: 


(al) 982 
David Peel’s idea, also analysed 
by Cafferty: 11 de Wc8 12 we4 (12 
We2 4c6) 12 ... Ac6 13 hg (13 


a5 10 h4 &xe6!? is 


&d3 He5; 13 Ha3 He5; 13 c5 de 
14 2b5 0-0 15 &xc6 be 16 hg 
BfS! 17 Wwh3 Wxe6+ 18 #c3 
“@c4+) 13... Ad4 14 2d3 (14 
BHa3 Wxe6+ 15 Wxe6 Axe6 16 
Eah3 Jf8) 14... Wxe6+ Dxe6 16 
Exh7 Bxh7 17 Axg6+ ed7 18 
&xh7 Axc4F. 

(a2) 9... O-O!? is an idea of the 
French postal player J. Hamar. 10 
a5 c6 11 h4 (11 ab Wxbé6) 11... 
@xc4! 12 gxc4 cd 13 &xd5 g4 
14 Wxg4 Wc7 15 2e3 @xb2 16 
Ha2 &2cl 17 Se2 &xe3 18 fe 
4c6 19 hS DeS5oo and 10 h4 Of5 
11 hg BeS+ 12 £e3 c6 13 Dc3 
cd 14cd Axd5 15 AxdS Wa5+ 16 
“c3 Bxe3+! 17 fe WxgS 18 Dd5 
&xe6 19 Af4 2F7 20 We2 Ac6F 
were the consequences in two of 
his games. 

(b) 6 ef ef 7 &c4 (7 Hf3)7... 
We7+! 8 &d2! 2h6 9 &xd5 
axg5+ 10 gc3 od8 11 el 
W_g70o Boleslavsky. 

(c) 6 2c4! de (6 ... c6?! 7 ef ef 
8 We2+ We7 9 4e4+ Kosikov— 
Kutin, USSR 1989; 6 ... fg 7 
Kxd5 e6 8 Re4 de 9 de Wxd1l+ 
10 gxdi 2g7 11 kxg5 &xeS5 
12 Ac3+) 7 de c6 (7... fg 8 Wxd5 
WxdS 9 2xd5 c6 10 2b3 227 
11 &xg5 &xg5 12 Ac3+ Listen- 
garten—Ovanesian, Baku 1970) 8 
ef ef 9 We2+ We7 10 Se4 287 
11 Dd6+ Yd7 12 Wxe7+ Sxe7 
13 Axc8+ Exc8 14 0-0 4d7 15 
@d2 fS gave White a pleasant 


ending in McKay-—Basman, 
Lugano 1968. 
6 c4 
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6 £4!? 297 has been tried in two 
Kosikov—Khmelnitsky games. At 
Kiev 1989 there followed 7 &c4 
0-0 8 0-0 Daé!? 9 2b3 Aac7 10 
c4 Db6 11 Ac3 de 12 fe and now 
instead of 12 ... c5? 13 dc Wxdl 
14 Bxdl 4d7 15 e64, 12... f6!0 
would have been in order. At 
Voroshvilovgrad 1989, White was 
less successful: 7 c4 @c7 8 Ac3 
0-09 ge2 f6! 10 ef ef 11 Af3 d5 
12 0-0 6 13.c5 ag4!F 14 wh3 
we8 15 2e3 He8 16 2f2 Deb 17 
g3 @Dd7 18 Efel Wce7 19 dg2 
@h8! 20 h3 &xf3+ 21 @xf3 f5! 
22 Hadi Df6 23 Wce2 Bad8 24 b4 
a6 25 a4 Wd7! 26 He2 g5! 27 
@hi?! gf 28 wxfS fg 29 2xg3 
@xd4! 30 Wxd7 @xd7 31 Bxe8+ 
Zxe8 32 224 Df6 33 2f2 Ac2 
0-1. 

Bogdanovic—Kavalek, Sarajevo 
1967 was a fine demonstration of 
the latent dynamism in Black’s 
position: 6 We2 h6 7 e4 (7 @f3 
2g7 8 c4 DAc7T 9 Af4 De6) 7... 
&g27 8 f4 (8 ed 0-0!7) 8... 0-09 
@bc3 @xc3 10 Axc3 c5 11 d5 (11 
de de 12 fe Ac6 13 2f4 wd4 14 
We3 2f5SF) 11... e6! 12 2e3 ed 
13 Axd5 Bc6 14 0-0-0 Ad4F. 

The insipid 6 ed ed (6... Wxd6) 
7 &c4?! quickly gave Black the 
upper hand in Qi Jingxuan—Tim- 
man, Taxco IZ 1985: 7... We7+ 
8 de2 Wxe2+ 9 2xe2 h6 10 HF3 
@Ab4 11 Aad 2fS 12 di 2d7 
13 Del Bb6 14 c3 H4d5 15 Bc4 
Axc4 16 Bxc4 Re6 17 2d3 
&2g7 18 Ac2 0-0 19 Rd2 cS. 
White was eventually suffocated. 
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The peculiar 6 h4 organises a 
retreat square for the knight: 6... 
de 7 de Wc7 (7 ... f6!? Alburt) 8 
We2 (8 f4 f6!) 8... h69 Dh3 2g7 
10 f4 ge6 11 Aa3 Dd7 12 ad2 
0-0-0co Barczay-Bohm, Wijk 
aan Zee 1977. 

6 Wf3 [6 7 ef (7 c4; 7 e6? WaS+ 
8 2d2 Wb6F) 7... ef 8 Dh3 
2f5= Rohri—Wallner, Austrian 
Ch 1977. 

6 &’c4 de (Alburt reckons 
there’s nothing to be gained by 
delaying this exchange, except per- 
haps to encourage White to short- 
circuit: 6 ... &g7 7 wf3?! 0-0 8 
Ac3 h6 9 Age4 de 10 de Ad7 11 
e6? AeS+ Choobak—Alburt, New 
York Open 1985.) 7 de h6! 8 @f3 
227 9 We2 0-0 10 0-0 £24 11 
@bd2 We7 12 h3 2xf3 13 Axf3 
e6 is given by Bagirov. Both sides’ 
positions have pleasant features, 
and play is roughly balanced. 

6 Ea DeT 
~ 3 

7 2d3 297 8 f4 de 9 de De6= 
Bogdanovic—Knezevic, Yugoslav 
Ch 1965; 7 ed Wxd6 8 Ac3 227 
9 £e3 0-0 10 Wd2 &f5 11 ge2 
b5!?. (Watzka-Jansa, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1967) left the knight’s pur- 
pose on g5 rather unclear. 


‘ar. f6 
8 ef ef 
9 We3+ 


9 Hed f5 9 ... RZ7!? 10 Rf4 
0-0! is adequate for Black: 11 
Abc3 Heb 12 0-0-0 f5 13 Ag3 
4)xd4 Jansa—Jakobsen, Helsinki 
1961) 10 Aec3 2g7! 11 d5 0-0 12 


h4 ®d7 13 2f4 BAeS 14 Weg3 
we8} Blatny-Kupka, Luhaco- 
vice 1969. 
| ee Re7 

9... We7 10 He4 d5 (10... SF7 
11 c5+) fails not to 11 @xf6+?? 
$f{7—+, but 11 Od64+!+. After 
the text, 10 e4 is comfortably 
met by 10... 0-0. 


10 &}f3 0-0 
11 = 2d3 Hes 
12 0-0 d5 


12 ... R£8 13 Wd2! 2g4 (13 
... d5) 14 wf4 £5! 15 dS (Tal) leads 
to more unbalanced play, though 
probably favours White. 


13. Bc3 &f8 
14. wd2 de 

15 &xc4+ 206 
16 wd3 bab? 


16 ... Ad7! leads to equality, 
since White must liquidate the d- 
pawn before it becomes a weak- 
ness: 17 d5 (17 &f4 Ab6 18 &xc7 
axc4t; 17 gxe6+ Hxe6! 18 
&f4 D6 19 &xc7 Wxe7F) 17... 
@xd5 (17... AcS 18 de Wxd3) 18 
@xd5 4c5 (Tal). 


aly «3 axc4 
18 wWxed+ 4d5 
19 gf4! wd7 
20 =s acl! 


The badly placed knight on a6 
and White’s control of the c-file 
give Black serious problems. 
However, thanks to mutual time- 
trouble, Tal wriggled out: 20... 
Ze6 21 Axd5 cd (21 ... Wxd5 22 
Wxd5 cd 23 b4) 22 Wd3 Hae8 23 
Bc2 2d6 24 2xd6 Wxd6 25 Bfcl 
Abs 26 g3 (26 WbS Ac6 27 Wxb7 


4xd4!) 26... Ac6 27 b4 (27 Bc5!?) 
27... B6e7 28 Bc5 (Tal recom- 
mended 28 h4 to secure White’s 
kingside.) 28 ... Bd7 29 wd2 a6 
30 a4 Ad8 31 Bc8 Bde7 32 b5 
ab 33 ab He6 34 wWaS! wd7 35 
Bxe8+? (35 B8c3! Wd6 and now 
quiet moves such as h4 and @g2 
preserve White’s advantage. 
Instead Tal is presented with a 
tactical opportunity.) 35... 
Exe8+ 36 b6 DAf4t= 37 el 
“e2+ 38 Sg2 (38 Shi?! wf) 38 
... Af4+ 39 Shi Bxel+ 40 Axel 
“Ae6 41 DAc2 Sf7 42 wh4 4-4. 


Christiansen—V aganian 
New York Open 1990 


1 e4 }f6 2 eS DAdS 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
g6 
5 24 c6 

This is a fairly popular alterna- 
tive to 5 ... Ab6. A couple of 
inferior methods of supporting the 
knight have been tried: 

5... 2e67! 6 AgS de 7 Dxe6 fe 
8 de 227 9 f4 (9 We2? 0-0 10 0-0 
@c6 11 £4? @xf4! 12 Bxf4 Bxf4 
13 gxe6+ Gh8 14 axf4 wd4+ 
15 We3 Wdl+! 16 $f2 Bf8—+ 
Himmel-—Thal, E. Germany 1985) 
9... 0-0 10 0-0 c6 (10... Hc6 11 
4)c3!) 11 We2 and with the tactics 
cut out, Black’s position makes no 
sense. 

5... de?! 6 de! c6 7 Ac3! 2e6 
8 AgS 227 9 f4 DAd7 10 &xd5! 
cd 11 ge3 Ab6 12 Axe6 fe 13 
2d4 Dc4 14 b3 Aa3 15 O-O Hc8 
16 Bf2 waS 17 wd3 bS5 18 Hcl 
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b4 19 He2 AbS 20 c3 be 21 a4 
@xd4 22 Axd4 was positionally 
winning for White in P. Cramling— 
Alburt, Reykjavik 1984. 

6 0-0 

6 h3 de!? (6... &g7) 7 de &g7 
8 0-O &e6= Balinas—Vaganian, 
Malta 1980. 

Or aes 2g7 

6... &g47! 7 ed Wxd6 8 h3 
&xf3 9 Wxf3 2g7 10 %c3! is 
strong, due to the weakness of f7. 

7 ed 

7 &c3 Axc3 8 be dS 9 2d3 
&g4 Frolov-Panchenko, USSR 
1988. 

7 h3 0-0 (7 ... de 8 @xe5 0-0 
and 9 ... @d7 is reasonable for 
Black.) and now: 

(a) 8 We2 should probably be 
met by 8... 2f59 Hel (9 c3?! de 
10 de a5 11 &d1 e64 Balenovic— 
Wohl, Biel 1985) 9 ... de 10 de 
4)b6, rather than 8 ... aS 9 Hel 
(9 a4 a6 10 Zel Aac7= 
1976) 9... de 10 de Aa6 11 &xd5 
cd 12 Sc3 2e6 13 Best 
Lobron—Marinkovic, Amsterdam 
1987. 

(b) 8 Hel de (8 ... h6?! 9 2b3 
de 10 de Aab6 11 Wd4+ Lanc-— 
Pribyl, Brno 1975; 9 ... &e6!?) 9 
de (9 @xe5 4d7) 9... a5 (9 ... 
Ab6!?) 10 Abd2 (10 We2!?) 10... 
We7 11 @fl Bd8 12 We2 a6 13 
a3 @AcS= Matanovic—Knezevic, 


Ohrid 1972. 
Tie as wWxd6 
8 Abd2 


After 8 2b3 0-0 9 c4? &c7 
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(Mannion—Depasquale, Com- 
monwealth Ch 1986) the d-pawn 
is a serious weakness. 

8 Xel is the main alternative to 
the text: 

(a) 8... 2g¢4 9 h3!? 9 2g5!?; 
After 9 Abd2 0-0 10 h3 &xf3 11 
&)xf3, 11... e6 12 2f1 bS!= was 
Nunn-Vaganian, London 1984, 
whilst in Gazik—Palatnik, Kiev 
1989, 11 ... Ad7 12 ag5 e6 13 
2b3 bS 14 Wd2 a5 15 a4 b4 
transposed to the main game, 
whereupon a draw was agreed.) 9 
... &xf3 10 Wxf3 e6 (10... &xd4 
11 4c3!) 11 Ac3 0-0 12 2g5 Ad7 
(12 ... &xd4?! 13 axd5 cd 14 
A\bS Wb6 15 Axd4 Wxd4 16 2h6 
Hc8 17 Hadi! wh8 18 c4!+ 
Chandler; 12 ... Axc3) 13 De4t 
We7 14 Hadi bS 15 2b3 aS 16 
a3 Hfe8 17 h4 h6 18 acl b4 19 
c4! Chandler-Vaganian, London 
1984. 

(b) 8... 0-0 

(b1) 9 h3 b5!? (9 ... h6 10 Abd2 
b6 11 &b3 @d7 was Ernst- 
Alburt, Subotica IZ 1987; Ernst 
gives 12 Ac4 We7 13 DceS DAxeS 
14 ®xe5 &f5 as the safest way to 
keep an edge.) 10 &f1 2f5 11 c3 
Ad7 12 Abd2 h6 (12... Hfe8? 13 
g4+) 13 Ded Rxe4 14 Bxe4 Bfe8 
15 Bel (15 Bh4!?) 15... Bad8 16 
a4 a6 gave Black, able to choose 
between ...c5 and ... e5 as appro- 
priate, adequate play in Prand- 
stetter-Ambroz, Prague 1986. 

(b2) 9 2g5!? 224 9 ... 2e6 
10 2b3 Hab6 11 c4+ Smyslov— 
Hort, Moscow 1966; 10 ... a5!?) 


10 Abd2 He8 (10... h6 11 2h4 
e6 12 c3 Wc7 13 &g3 We7 14 
wb3+ Smyslov—Menvielle, Las 
Palmas 1972) 11 2b3 h6 12 gh4 
@d7 13 c4 (13 h3) 13... @F4 14 
cS wxd4 15 Be4! &xf3 16 ef 
@Dh3+ 17 Sg2 wWxceS! 18 Sxh3 
wh5 (18 ... @f6! gives better 
chances.) 19 @f1 DeS 20 Hg2!+ 
Tal-Ljubojevic, Wijk aan Zee 
1973. 
ee aged 
8 ...0-09 h3 (9 &2b3 &g4 10 
c3 4d7 11 h3 &xf3 12 Wxf3 bS! 
13 Bel e6 14 De4 We7 15 2g5 
{5 16 Ad2 Hae8 17 &£h4 BD7b6 
18 #93 f4 19 gh2 e5!+ Short- 
Vaganian, Lvov 1984) 9... #f5 
(9 ... h6) 10 2b3 4d7 11 Bel 
and now 11 ... b5!? should be 
preferred to 11 ... h6 12 Oh4!+ 
Kavalek—Bohm, Wijk aan Zee 
1977. 
9 h3 
9 c3 0-0 10 De4 We7 11 h3 
&xf3 12 wxf3 Dd7 13 2b3 e5 
14 de AxeS 15 Wg3 De7 16 wh4 
AS 17 Af6+ 2xf6 18 wxf6 Ad3 
19 #c2 4-4 Kontic—Marinkovic, 
Vrnjacka Banja 1989. 
9 Hel is considered under 8 
Eel 224 9 Dbd?. 
> rr &xf3 
10 Axf3 
10 Wxf3 0-0 11 c3 Ad7 12 2b3 
b5 13 a4 a6 14 Hel Bae8 15 ab 
ab 16 Za6 A7f6 17 c4? Ab4F 
Messa—Kengis, Albena 1986. 
Wow 2d7 
11 =&b3 0-0 
Black should consider 11 ... b5 


© avoid the next note, although 
12... a6 is not available as a reply 
0 12 a4. 

12 Sel 

12 c4 DS6 (12 ... Ac7?? 13 c5 
wi6 14 gg5+—) 13 e3 gives 
White a useful space advantage. 

er e6 

Now with e7 available for the 
knight, 13 c4 is not a problem. 

13. ags b5 

13... h6 forces the bishop 

towards a comfortable post on g3. 
14 a4 b4?! 

Now Black becomes a little 
over-extended. 14 ... a6 followed 
by ... \7b6 and... cS would more 
or less equalise. 


15 Wwd2 a5 (77) 


16 Hadi Efe8 
17 3h6 2)7b6? 

17... Wf8! 18 2xg7 Wxg7 19 
&e5+ Christiansen. 

18 @e5 c5? 

This caves in immediately, but 
White has a very strong attack 
after 18... Ha7!? or 18... Had8 
19 Hed. 


19 &xg7 &xg7 
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20 wh6+! &g8 
21 + de wxe5 
22 = &xf7! 


Having introduced the queen 
into the attack free of charge, it is 
no surprise that White has further 
resources. Now 22... Hf8 23 Ag5 
Wxf2+ does nothing to solve 
Black’s problems. 


228) ces &xf7 
23 Wxh7+ &f6 
24 «=&d3 at4 
25 «=f3 wf5 


25... g5 26 g3 Wc6 27 Wh6+! 

@f7 28 Bdd3+— Dhlugy. 
26 =We7! 

White now regains the sacrificed 
piece. There followed 26 ... g5 27 
Wxb6 $g6 28 Hfe3 wf6 29 Bed 
EHad8 30 We3 Hd6 31 BxaS Wxb2 
32 We4+ Of6 33 Wh7 1-0. 


Kapengut—Sinanovié 
Pula Open 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 AF3 
26 5 acd 
Se is Ab6 

6 &b3 
The peculiar 6 &b5+ c6 7 
&e2 was seen in Faibisovich— 
Khmelnitsky, Berlin 1989. 7... de 
8 Axe5 227 9 0-0 0-0 was then 
the simplest route to equality, 


whilst 7 ... &g7 8 ed ed can 
hardly be bad. 
Gi) Ss £27 


6... a5 can be met by 7 4g5 
d5 (7... e6? 8 wf3) 8 a4 or 7 a4 
227, both considered under 7 a4 
a5. The sharp 7 e6!? is not totally 
clear: 7... &xe6 (7... {62 8 Ags! 
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c6 9 AL7+— We7 10 Axh8!? a4 
11 Axg6! hg 12 Wg4 ab 13 Wxg6+ 
od8 14 wf7 D8d7 15 ed Axd7 
16 Wxb3) 8 2xe6 fe 9 Ags Ac6 
(9 ... 2h6? 10 Axe6 Wd7 11 
@xc7+ won a pawn in Beliavsky— 
Menvielle, Las Palmas 1974.) 10 
@xe6 Wd7 11 We2. Now 11 ... 
4)d8?! 12 Dxf8 Axf8 13 Ac3 Ac6 
14 gho! Em (14 .... Bf7} 15 
0-0-0+ d5 16 h4 0-0-0 17 g4 
Xf7 18 f4 gave White a useful 
advantage in Kapengut-—Palatnik, 
Beltsy 1977, but Alburt’s recom- 
mendation 11 ... @f7 12 Ags+ 
@g8 makes more sense. Quite 
often in the Alekhine, ... @f7 is 
a good way to remove a knight 
from e6. 

6... Ac6 is a sensible developing 
move. White can try: 

(a) 7 Ag5 e6 8 wf3 (8 ed cd 9 
0-0 h6 10 Af3 2g7 11 dS Axd5 
12 &xd5 ed 13 Hel+ e6 14 
4\c3 0-0 15 AxdS Wa5 16 Ae3 d5 
17 c3 d4+ Damjanovic—Neckar, 
Prague 1988) 8... We7 9 Ae4 9 
ed) 9... h6 10 2f4 de 11 &xe5 
@xe5 12 Af6+ Sd8 13 de wes 
14 Wd3+ e700 Wedberg—Wes- 
terinen, Gausdal 1983. 

(b) 7 e6 fe. Now 8 h4 is well met 
by either 8 ... e5 9 de gg4 J. 
Polgar—C. Hansen, Abenra rapid 
1989, or 8... &879 hS e5 10 hg 
(10 @g5?! dS 11 wf3 @f5 12 hg 
“\xd4— + Tukmakov-Stein, 
Leningrad 1962) 10 ... hg 11 
Exh8+ #@xh8 12 Dh4 (12 d5 
‘d4) 12... Axd4 13 Axg6 2f6 
14 wh5 ¢d7+ Postovsky—Pod- 


gorny, corres. 1982/3. Therefore 8 
AgS5 2279 2xe6 2f8 is normal: 

(b1) 10 c3 h6 11 Wd3 Xf6= 
Vonthron—Kopp, Bundesliga 
1987/8. 

(b2) 10 d5 Ad4 11 c3 (11 h4; 11 
0-0 Axe6 12 de h6 13 Wd3 Bf6 14 
“£7 Bxf7oo Binham—Rantanen, 
Helsinki 1981) 11 ... Axe6 12 de 
Hf6(12...c6 13 0-0 Bf6 14 Weg4!) 
13 Axh7 Bxe6+ 14 2e3 Wd7 15 
0-0 wbS 16 Ad2 2d7 17 A#f3 
Exe3!? 18 fe Wxb2 left White’s 
position rather uncoordinated in 
Carleton—Podgorny, corres. 1986. 

(c) 7 ed! cd (7... Wxd6 8 “c3 
2279 De4 wd8 10 c3 0-0 11 0-0 
2g4 12 h3 &xf3 13 Wxf3 a5 
14 2c2 e5 15 de &xeS 16 225 
f6 17 &h4 We7 18 Bfel og7 19 
He2 Dd5 20 4g3 c6 21 We4 wi7 
22 Hael Zae8 23 b4+ Winsnes— 
Wesslén, Sweden 1987) 8 d5 (78) 
and Black has a choice of evils: 


(c1)8... DaS 9 Wd4 Bes (9... 
Axb3 10 ab Hg8 11 c4 &g7 12 
Wf4 Ad7 13 0-0 Afé 14 Dc3 a6 15 
Hel+ Penrose—Cafferty, British 
Ch (Portsmouth) 1977; 9 ... £6 10 


.d2 xb3 11 ab £97 12 ga5 
£5 13 c4 0-0 14 0-0+ Kuporo- 
»v—Baburin, Gorky 1988) 10 
4+ 2d7 11 &xd7+ Wxd7 12 
1c3 Hc8 13 0-0 2g7 14 wd3 
jac4 15 Hel 2xc3 16 Wxc3 
xdS 17 wd4 Ach6 18 c3 Hd8 
2 Wdl Ac7 20 a4 Deb 21 aS Da8 
2 £e3 b6 23 Wb3 b5 24 He5+ — 
/insnes—Wesslén, Sweden 1986. 
(c2) 8... AeS 9 DAxe5 de 10 Se3 
0 0-0 £87 11 a4 0-0 12 a5 @d7 
3 £3 D6 14 h3 De8 15 Ad? 
1d6 16 @c4+ Mortensen—Holzl, 
anders 1982) 10... @g7 11 wd2 
-0 12 Dc3 2f5 13 2h6 Bc8 14 
xg7 &xg7 15 We2 f6 16 g4 
.d7 17 h4 Wce7 18 0-0-0 Ac4 19 
1e4 a5 20 £3 Ad6 21 Axd6 ed 22 
3 was Kavalek—Ernst, Subotica 
7, 1987. White’s attack came first 
| the game, but clearly Black is 
ot without chances. 

7 Wwe2 
7 ed is rather harmless without 
lack’s queenside weakened by a4 
5. 7... cd 8 a4 (8 0-0 0-09 Bel 
4) 8...0-0 9 0-0 (9 a5?! H6d7 
) 0-O 4c6 11 a6?! ba 12 Hel 
b8F Robatsch—Ljubojevic, 
msterdam 1972) 9 ... Ac6 10 
3 2f5 11 aS Bc8 12 wd2. In 
peelman—Peters, Hastings 
178/9, Black had problems after 
t... dS 13 HeS!? DxeS 14 de 
xmeS 15 Bel £c7? 16 2&xd5 
d6 17 g3 Bb8 18 Ac3 gxh3 19 
h6, but 12 ... @e4!? and 15... 
f6 both improve. 
After 7 0-0 0—0, White does best 
transpose to the main line with 
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8 We2. Instead 8 a4 can be met by 
S... de or § ... aS (see 7iad a5), 
whilst 8 Hel 2g4 9 h3 g@xf3 
10 Wxf3 Ac6F Tosif-Hennigan, 
Oakham 1990 and 8 2f4 Ac6 9 
h3 Aa5 10 Abd2 xb3 11 ab f6F 
Maciejewski—Ghizdavu, Bucha- 
rest 1974, are harmless. 

7 Dbd2?! 0-0 8 h3?! aS 9 a4?! 
de 10 de Aaé! 11 0-0 Ac5 12 We2 
We8! won the a-pawn for no real 
compensation in Spassky— 
Fischer, Reykjavik (13) 1972. 

1 Gs 0-0 
7...d5 is insufficiently challeng- 
ing, and is therefore no longer 
played, e.g. 8 0-0 0-09 2f4 224 
10 Abd2 Ac6 11 We3!? HaS5 12 h3 
SfS 13° We3!+ Geller—Ghinda, 
Bath 1973. 

7... Ac6 8 0-0 (8 h3; 8 c3 de 9 
@xe5 @xeS5 10 de &fS=) and 
now: 

(a) 8... de 9 de Ad4 10 Axd4 
wxd4 11 e6 &xe6 12 &xe6 fe 13 
@d2 (13 Wxe6?! Wc4F Maciejew- 
ski-Chekhov, Potsdam 1987) 13 
... We5 (13... 0-0?! 14 Wxe6+ 
@h8 15 c3 Wd6 16 We2 Ad5 17 
®e4+ Geller—Alburt, USSR Ch 
1975) 14 WxeS @xeS 15 Helt. 

(b)8...0-09 c3 (9 h3 transposes 
to the main line.) 9... 2g4 10 
$f4 and now Black can try 10... 
wd7 11 Abd2 wfS 12 2g3 Rh6 
or 10... @xf3 11 Wxf3 de 12 de 
®xe5 13 Wxb7 Wc8 14 We4 wf5 
15 wxf5 gf 16 Aa3 Dd300 Ernst— 
Westerinen, Copenhagen 1985. 

8 h3 
8 e6 has been recommended as 
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good for White, but it’s hard to 
see why. At any rate, no one, 
Alburt included, seems worried by 
this. 

8 0-0 22419 9 e6 (9 2f4 Acé6; 
9 Abd2 4c6)9...d5 10 ef+ Bxf7 
11 Abd2 Dc6 12 We3 wd6 13 Ags 
Bf8 143 e5 15 Wg3 2f5 16 Ade4 
We7 17 de Axe5+ Fedorowicz- 
Alburt, US Ch (Estes Park) 1985. 

e ng Ac6 


Us ae aS 

9... 2F5 10 a4 de 11 de Ad7 
12e6 &xe6 13 &xe6 fe 14 Wxe6+ 
Sh8 15 Abd2 Ac5 16 wed wd6 
gave Black a playable game in 
Fleck—Hartmann, Bundesliga 
1987/8. 

9...de is also possible (compare 
the lines with 7 a4 a5 inserted). 

10 2g5!? 

10 e6 Axb3 11 ef+ Bxf7 12 ab 
h6 13 4c3 c6 14 2e3 a6 15 Bfel 
&f5 16 Hadi g5 17 dS Axd5 18 
“xd5 cd 19 h4 g4 20 Ah? €6 gave 
Black good play in De Firmian— 
Alburt, US Ch (Estes Park) 1986, 
but 10 Ac3 Axb3 11 ab 2f5 12 


2f4 f6 13 ed ed 14 d5! turned 
out well for White in Kapengut— 
Bartovsky, Minsk 1984. 


0 ... Axb3 
11 ab {6 

12 gd2 25 
13. Ha £5 


This unnatural move leads to a 
difficult position for Black. 13 ... 
fe 14 de d5 is a possible improve- 
ment. 

14 e6!+ h6 
14... d5 15 c4 ge4 16 c5 Dc8 


15 ¢4 226 

16 &c3 d5 

a “Ac8 

18 ®h2! 5 

19 fa! a6 

20 = —}F3! &hS 

*20...g521 D4 We8 22 Bxf4+. 

21g hg 

22 sgt! fg 

23 Axg5 


White has ripped the defences 
from the black king at no material 
cost. The game finished 23 ... 2f6 
24 Bxf6 &xf6 25 hg $26 26 AT! 
&xf7 27 ef+ xf7 28 g5! wes 
29 WhS+ $e6 30 We4+ of7 31 
AbS!+— WxgS 32 Wxg5 &xg5 
33 @xc7 Bb8 34 Bfl+ pgs 35 
Ef3 2h6 36 AxdS f8 37 Ac7 
Aa7 38 dS AbS 39 Heb Bc8 40 
ReS £h6 41 Eh3 1-0. 


Christiansen—Alburt 
US Ch (Jacksonville) 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 D3 
g6 5 2cd4 D6 6 2b3 297 
7 a4 de!? 


Another rare, but much less 
adical idea is 7... ¢6, which after 
aS 4d5 is the same as the line 5 
zc4 c6, except that White has 
layed a4—a5 ‘for free’, but has 
ised a tempo committing the 
shop to b3 rather earlier than 
night normally be done. The larg- 
st point in Black’s favour is that 
fter a c4 advance, White cannot 
lrive the knight from b4 with the 
-pawn. 

8 0-0 d5 gives Black a some- 
vhat improved version of the line 
|... d5. Vujadinovic—K hmelnit- 
ky, Sibenik 1989 continued 9 h3 
—O 10 We2 a5 11 2f49! Da! 12 
\bd2 c5 13 c3 RFS 14 g4 2d7 15 
i fel We8!+ and suddenly White’s 
-pawn had become a terrible 
veakness. 

8 ed ed 9 225 [6 10 2f4 we7+ 
1 $d2 d5 12 Hel 2ce6 13 ge2 
bf7 14 fl, while one of the 
nore startling examples of castling 
yy hand in contemporary chess, 
vas not very effective in Kudrin— 
\iburt, US Ch (Cambridge 
prings) 1988. Black obtained a 
omfortable position and gradu- 
lly assumed the advantage: 14... 
¥d7 15 Abd2 a5 16 Be3 Hab 17 
3 Hhe8 18 We2 Sg8 19 c3 Sf7 
0 2c2 Ac7 21 Ah2 DAc4 22 Axc4 
lc 23 Hel “d5. Black won the 
nsuing ending by advancing on 
he queenside. 

8 a5 4d5 9 h3 0-0 10 0-0 de 
1 @Axe5 Ad7 12 Hf3 &5 13 el 
fe8 14 Dc3 ed 15 AxdS Exel+ 
6 Wxel cd 17 225 Af6 18 Axd4 
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h6 19 ge3 a6 20 c3 Wc7 gave 
White the more pleasant position 
in A. Ivanov—Alburt, San Mateo 
rapid 1989, 

7... dS 8 a5 Sed is a peculiar 
idea of Alburt’s that has been 
justified neither by practical 
results nor by theoretical investi- 
gations. Now 9 4c3!? c6 10 2xc4 
dc 11 We2 2e6 12 AgS #d5 13 
e6 gave White some advantage in 
A. Ivanov—Alburt, US Ch (Long 
Beach) 1989, but the most popular 
has been 9 Abd?2: 

(a) 9 ... c5? 10 &xc4! de 11 
Axc4 cd 12 Wxd4 0-0 13 wh4 
We7 14 0-0 Ac6 15 Sf4 wd7 
16 e6+— Kudrin—Alburt, US Ch 
(Long Beach) 1989. 

(b) 9... bS 10 ab Axbé6 11 0-0 
0-0 12 Bel e6 (12 ... 2a6 13 
c3 #b5?! 13 e6+ Short—Alburt, 
Foxboro [5] 1985) 13 Afl. White 
intends 2g5 and Wd2 with a 
grip on Black’s kingside, so De 
Firmian—Alburt, US Ch (Cam- 
bridge Springs) 1988 continued 13 
...h6 14 De3 Hh7 15 De (Threat- 
ens 16 Wd2+—) 15... Bh8 16 
2e3 DAc6 17 wd2 wf8 18 a3 (18 
h4 a5 19hS gh 20 A®gh2 a4 21 2a2 
4a5oo Dlugy) and now Black had 
to try 18... a5, intending counter- 
play after 19 Heal a4 20 ga2 
#a5. Instead 18 ... De7?! 19 
@f6+!? (19 h4!? AFS 20 hS+) 19 
... &xf6 20 ef D5 21 2f4 Dd6 
22 Wel @d7 23 geS left Black in 
a real mess. 

(c) 9... Axd2 10 &xd2 0-0 11 
0-0 224 (Short—Alburt, Foxboro 
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[7] 1985 proceeded 11... c5 12 de 
Dc6 13 2c3 e6, when 14 a2! 
would have given White a great 
advantage due to 14... @xa5 15 
&xd5.) 12 h3 2xf3 13 Wxf3 e6 
14 gb4 (14 weg4 c5 15 c3 Dc6; 
14 ga4 c5 15 de &xe5a0 C. 
Hansen—Alburt, Reykjavik 1986) 
14... He8 15 a4 c6 (80) and 
now: 


(cl) 16 c3 f6 (16... &f8; 16... 
b5; 16... Ad7 17 We3 Hc8 18 
2d6 &f8 Pirrot-Hartmann, 
Bundesliga 1989/90) 17 ef &xf6 
18 Hel Ad7 19 He2 e5 20 c4!+ 
Zapata—Alburt, New York Open 
1988. 

(c2) 16 We2 b5 17 &b3 Dd7 18 
&d2 f5 19 c3 a6 20 g4! gave White 
a solid advantage in Khalifman— 
Marinkovic, Leningrad 1989, The 
rest of the game illustrates well 
where White’s chances lie: 20 ... 
wh4 21 }g2 cS 22 f4 We7 23 gl 
cd 24 cd Hac8 25 Gh2 Ph8 26 
Hg2 Abs 27 gf gf 28 Bagi Bg8 
29 WhS c6 30 2e3 We8 31 Wh4 
@xaS 32 Rdl Ac4 33 Af2 Bc7 


34 gh5 We7 35 wf6 h6 36 2h4 
Wf8 37 Wxe6 De3 38 He2 wh4 39 
txe3 wxd4 40 Heg3 wxf4 41 2f6 
Bc2+ 42 ehi 1-0. 

Fedorowicz suggests that 7... 
0-0 may be playable: 8 a5 06d7 
9 e6 fe 10 &xe6+ Hh8 11 O-OF. 

8 a5 

8 Axe5 gxe5 9 de Wxd1l+ 10 
xdl Ac6 11 a5 Ad7 12 6 fe 13 
Rxe6 DAG 14 Rxc8 Bxc8 15 c3 
0-0 16 #e2 a6 was comfortable 
for Black in Meshkov—Kakagel- 
diev, Kaluga 1981. 

Sen ‘\6d7 

8... @d5is much less ambitious. 
9 de c6 10 0-0 (10 c4 Abé4 Ii 
wxd8+ @xd8 12 0-0 &g4 13 
2f4 Ad7=; 10 h3 0-0 11 0-0 
a6 12 wd4 Ddc7 13 Wh4 AcS5 
14 2h6 Axb3 15 cb f6 exposed 
White’s attacking plans as rather 
cumbersome in Dutster—Kindl, 
Remagen 1981.) 10...0-0 (10... 
224 is a likely improvement.) 11 
We2 Wc7 12 Ba4 b5 13 Eh4 and 
Black had done much to encour- 
age a strong white attack in 
Fichtl-Schonpol, Trinec 1972. 
Note also that 8 ... e4?? loses to 
9 ab ef 10 Bxa7. 

9 &xf7+ 

9 Dg5 e6 10 Axe6 0-0 11 0-0 
ed simply left Black a pawn to 
the good in Gavric—Khmelnitsky, 
Pula Open 1990. The Ukrainian 
consolidated comfortably: 12 
a2 DeS 13 f4 h6 14 Af3 Dec6 
15 Abd2 Hab 16 De4 De7 17 Be 
Ab4 18 2b3 Abc6 19 2d2 2f5 
20 Wel Wc8 21 h3 ge6—4. 


9 we2 0-0 10 de Ac5F is noted 
y Christiansen. 

9 de Axe5 10 Wxd8+ dxd8 11 
\g5 (11 DxeS Rxe5 12 0-0!?) 11 
. &e8 12 Dc3 h6 13 Age4 Dab 
4 £e3 Dg4 15 0-0-0 Axe3 16 
> {5 17 @f2 c6 18 Ad3 eSF 


Yicholson—Khmelnitsky, Buda- 
est 1990. 
re &xf7 
10. }®g54+ eg8 
11 SHe6 wes 
12. @xc7 wd8! 


12 ... Wf7 avoids a draw by 
epetition, but fails to trap the 
night: 13 @xa8 ed 14 0-0 ab 
iM... h6S'c3 Ph7 16 ed) 15¢3 
6 16 cd Yh7 17 bé4 (analysis by 
Vinsnes). 

13. Axa 

13 De6 We8 14 &c7 repeats, 
hough Black can still avoid a 
raw with 14... Wf7. 

13. «xs ed (81) 


White’s position looks grim: no 
levelopment, no pawn centre, and 
naterial down as soon as the a8 
night is rounded up. However, 
he game is far from decided: the 
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black king is somewhat exposed 
and the a8 knight is of some use, 
as it ties down the black forces to 
keeping it trapped and to spend- 
ing some time actually capturing 
it in such a way as to maintain 
control of the centre. 
Christiansen notes that White 
may now consider 14 0-0. His 
actual choice attacks the centre 
immediately, but allows Black to 
latch on to the b3 square. 
14. ¢3 Ac! 
15 cd 
15 0-0 is feasible, but 15 b4 Ae4 
16 Wb3-+ e6 17 cd is inadequate, 
provided Black avoids the tempt- 
ing 17... Axf2?! 18 O-O Wxd4 19 
Ba2! 4d3+ 20 Shi Ac6 21 Ac7! 
in favour of 17... Ac6! intending 
18 ... 2d7 (Dlugy). 
IS kes axd4 
16 0-0 e5 
Black may try to hold this move 
in reserve, e.g. 16... Aba6 17 Ac3 
2f5 18 AbS 2d3 19 Axd4 &xfl 
20 b4!? or 16... Ac6!? 17 Ac3 
&fS. 
est 
Christiansen claims some 
advantage for White after 17 @c3! 
2f5 18 AbS 2d3 19 Axd4 ed 20 
2f4! 
i re Abab 
Dlugy proposes the more cen- 
tralising 17 ... Acé6!?. 
18 Ac3 
19 cl?! 
Christiansen analysed 19 SbS! 
$d3! as leading to equality: 20 
&xd4 ed 21 b4!! gxfl! (21 ... 


RFS 
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@xb4 22 Bcl! &xfl 23 Bxc5 
&xb5 24 Wb3+ +) 22 be 2xb5 
23 Wb34+ &g7 24 WxbS Wxa8 (24 
... We7 25 c6=) 25 Wd7+. Black’s 
next move in the game intends ... 
wd7 and ... Bxa8, rounding up 
the knight while maintaining con- 
trol of d4. 


i fee &g7! 
20 =&xd4 wxd4! 
21 + »b4 


After 21 Wxd4 ed 22 AbS White 
should not lose. 
:4 ee Ad3 
22 Ae2 
22 AbS! Wd7 23 Hac7 Axcl 24 
Wxd7+ &xd7 25 Hxcl should 
survive. 
a2. ee wd7 
3 te 
White’s last chance was 23 bS 
&xcl 24 Wxcl Wxb5 25 Dg3oo. 
Zaess Exa8 
24 «gd &b2! 
As if by magic the tactics favour 
Black, and a won ending results. 


25 «wel 2d3 

26 Wxb2 Wxg4+ 
27 =&g3 &xfl 
28 xf wd4! 


This move emphasises that the 
white pieces are rather badly coor- 
dinated. White can hardly avoid 
the loss of a second pawn. 

29 wel?! “fs 


30 =We3 Wxe3 
31 Bxe3 4)xb4 
32 eS 


32 Bxe5 does not win back a 
pawn in view of 32... Bxf2+. 
32 ee. nf4 


33 «ed Zaé! 
34 Ee3 Ac5! 

The same knight fork trick as 
before defends the e-pawn, while 
with the knight more securely 
placed the ending becomes a fairly 
simple technical task. 35 Xc3 b6 
36 ab ab 37 del hS5! 38 h3 Bb4 
39 ge2 of6 40 Ec2 Sg5 41 
Bd2 De6 42 Se3 D4 43 De4+ 
$f5 44 2d6+ Se6 45 Ac8 
£b3+ 46 Se4 Ad5! 0-1. 


Kuijf—Blees 
Dutch Ch (Hilversum) 1990 


1 e4 |f6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 |F3 
26 5 2c4 DAb6 6 2b3 297 
7 a4 a5 

These moves help White in that 
... a5 is impossible, b5 is weak, 
and the b6 knight is less securely 
defended. Similarly, Black can 
hope to benefit from the weakness 
of b4, White’s inability to play 
&a4, and the potentially undefen- 
ded bishop on b3. When both sides 
have weaknesses, whoever has the 
initiative benefits. Therefore par- 
ticularly energetic play is in order. 

8 Ag5 

8 2f4 0-0 (8... Ac6 9 We2 de 
10 &xe5 2xe5?! 11 de Ad4 12 
“xd4 wxd4 13 c3 we4 14 f3 
Wh4+ 15 g3 Wh3 16 @d2 gave 
Black a bad position in Ermen- 
kov—Santo Roman, Novi Sad ol 
1990.) 9 We2 4c6 10 c3 (10 Abd2 
de 11 &xeS5 Axe5 12 de 2g4) 10 
... R84 11 DAbd2 wd7!? 12 h3 de 
13 de 2e6 14 2c2 Ad5 15 Bh? 


6+ Valkesalmi—Raaste, Jarven- 
a 1985. 

8 0-0 0—0 9 h3 is best met by 9 
.. Oc6. Then 10 We2 leads to’ 
ines below, whilst 10 2f4 de 11 
le &e6! 12 Abd2 2xb3 13 Axb3 
Wxd1 14 Bfxdl Ac4 15 Bd7 Bac8 
save Black a very pleasant advan- 
age in T. Wall—Hennigan, British 
Sh (Plymouth) 1989. 

8 ed was Keres’ idea when he 
ntroduced 7 a4 in 1970. With bS 
ind b6 weakened, this exchange 
as more bite. 8... Wxd6 is poss- 
ble, while A. Ivanov—Alburt, 
New York 1989 saw Black achieve 
4 decent position with 8... ed 9 
)-0 (9 &g5) 9... 0-0 10 Bel dS 
11 2f4 2e6 12 Se5 &hé 13 
A\c3 He8 14 h3 f6, but generally 
preferred is 8 ... cd 9 0-0 0-0: 

(a) 10 Ac3 224 11 DAbS Ac6 12 
>3 d5!= Eretova—Nikolau, Skopje 
1972. 

(b) 10 2g5 2g4 11 c3 h6 12 
@h4 Ac6 13 DAbd2 d5! 14 h3 
@xf3 15 Axf3 wd7= Ree—Palat- 
nik, Kiev 1978. 

(c) 10 h3! 2c6 11 Hc3 d5 12 
2f4 ge6 (12... Axd4?! 13 Axd4 
25 14 @e3 ed 15 &xd4 Dc4? 16 
xd5) 13 AbS Bc8 14 c3 (14 
Bel makes Black’s position a little 
difficult to organise.) 14... f6 15 
Bel @f7 16 Be2 wd7 17 223 
Bfe8 18 Wel 2h6 19 Bdl Hd8 
and Black went on to draw in 
Adorjan—Smejkal, Wijk aan Zee 
1972, but most players would 
rather be White here. Alburt may 
well be right to capture with the 
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e-pawn. 

8 We2 is the most popular alter- 
native to 8 Ag5. An important 
point is then whether Black need 
fear 9 e6 in reply to 8 ... 0-0 (a 
move played by Alburt several 
times); if not, then Black has more 
flexibility vis-a-vis move order. 

(a) 8... Ac6 9 0-0 (9 Abd2 0-0 
10 h3 is a position from Kovalév— 
Blees, Kecskemet 1989, in which 
10... &f5 11 O-O Wd7 12 Hel de 
13 de 2e6 14 Bc4 axc4 15 
&xc4 DAd4 16 Axd4 Wxd4 17 
&b3 e6 gave Black a playable 
game.) Now: 

(al) 9...de 10 de Ad4 11 Axd4 
wxd4 12 e6 (12 Rel 224 13 2e3 
&xe2 14 gxd4 2c4 15 @d2 
should not have given Black any 
real problems in Kindermann-— 
Neckar, Prague 1988.) 12 ... 
2xe6 13 &xe6 fe 14 Ha3?! (14 
Wxe6 Wc4!=; 14 Ad2!?) 14... We5 
15 wf3 wd5 16 wWg3 0-0F C. 
Horvath—Chekhov, Halle 1987. 

(a2) 9...0-0 10 Hdl #24 11 
h3 (11 Ac3 We8 12 h3 &xf3 13 
wxf3 de 14 de AxeS 15 We2 gave 
White enough for the pawn in 
King—Nijboer, Lucerne 1989.) 11 
... Rxf3 12 Wxf3 wd7 13 2f4 de 
14 de wfS 15 g4 AxeS 16 Wg3 wi6 
17 Hc3 g5 18 ge3 h6 19 £4 gf 
20 2xf4 De6 21 Re3 We5= 
Nijboer—Blees, Dutch Ch (Hilver- 
sum) 1990. 

(b) 8... 0-0 9 h3 (9 0-0 &g4!? 
10 e6?! d5!F Benjamin) 9 ... Ac6 
10 0-0 (82). Now Black has tried 
three ideas: 
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(b1) 10... d5 11 Ac3 2e6 12 
&f4 wd7 13 Hadi leaves White’s 
space advantage unchallenged. 
Keres gave 13 ... Ad8 14 Wb5 
wxb5 15 @xb5 c6+ as Black’s 
best. 

(b2) 10... 2f5 has been tried 
recently by Alburt, with a distinct 
lack of success. 

(b21) 11 Bel Wec8 (After 11... 
wd7 12 Abd2 Had8 13 De4 We8 
14 Dg3 Re6 15 c4, Byrne and 
Mednis suggest 15 ... dS 16 c5 
4)d7 followed by ... Adb8—a6—b4. 
Instead De Firmian—Alburt, US 
Ch (Long Beach) 1989 proceeded 
15 ... Ab4 16 S2g5 Hde8 17 d5 
whereupon 17 ... &f5 18 @xfS 
wxf5 19 ed cd would have kept 
White’s advantage small.) 12 ®c3 
de 13 de Ad7 (13 ... 2e6 14 
&xe6 Wxe6 15 Ab5S Hac8 16 b3+ 
Fedorowicz) 14 e6 &xe6 15 &xe6 
fe 16 Wxe6+ Gh8 17 We2 (17 
AbS AdeS 18 AgS+) 17... D6 
18 AbS DAdS 19 c3 WES gave White 
a small, but very clear advantage 
in Fedorowicz—Alburt, US Ch 
(Long Beach) 1989. 

(b22) 11 Dc3!? Hh8!? 12 afd 


2b4 13 Bfel (13 Bad1 d5! restricts 
White to a tiny edge.) 13 ... Wc8 
(13.062! f4ee6; 13... dd 
@®d1!?) 14 De4 f6 15 Rh2 fe 16 
de gxe4 17 wxe4 d5 18 wWh4 
e6 19 c3 occurred in Benjamin— 
Alburt, Philadelphia 1990. If the 
knight retreats, White has a strong 
attack with easy moves, so Alburt 
embarked on tactics: 19 ... Ad3 
20: He2 wd8 (20... ch 21-4024 
22 wd4!) 21 Wd4 Bxf3 22 gf Aci! 
23 Excl Wg5+ 24 we4 Wxcl+ 
25 &g2. Sadly, Black’s very clever 
idea has left his king defenceless. 
There followed 25... He8 26 2f4 
Wbl 27 &c2 Wa2 28 b3! wa3 29 
h4! wf8 30 h5 2h6 31 &xh6 
wxh6 32 hg hg 33 Hel! }g8 34 
Bhi Wg7 35 2xg6 He7 36 Zh7! 
wf8 27 wh4! 1-0. 

(b3) 10... de 11 de Ad4 12 
@xd4 Wxd4 13 Hel. Now Minev— 
Alburt, Bucharest 1978 was 
agreed drawn after 13... Ad7, but 
White could certainly try 14 e6. 
13... e6 14 Ad2 2d7 (14... AdS 
15 D3 WeS 16 We4 Wb4 17 &c4! 
@b6 18 b3+ Short—-Timman, Til- 
burg 1991) 15 c3 (15 Af3 wh4 16 
Rd2 We7 17 2g5 We8 18 We4t 
Don¢éevic—Palatnik, Rome 1990) 
15... WeS 16 Af3 2c6 17 2e3 
We7 18 2g5 WeS 19 Ad4 2d5 
20 &xd5 Wxd5 21 £4 Wed 22 wxcd4 
@xc4 23 b3 Db6 24 c4 Bfc8 25 
Rad! &f8 26 Ab5+ Short—Hen- 
nigan, British Ch (Swansea) 1987. 
In view of the miserable nature of 
this line, Black should investigate 
13 ... &e6!?, since an open f-file 


sould be useful to Black. Bildat— 
—sabriel, Vienna 1990 continued 


14 c3?! Wh4 15 2c2? f6 16 ef Bxfe 


17 &e3 DdS 18 2b3? Dxe3 19 
@xe6+ Bxe6 20 fe gh6—+. 
er e6 

After 8... d5, Kasparov recom- 
nends 9 0-0 0-0 (9... h6 10 Af3 
2¢4 11 Abd2 Ha6 12 h3 2f5 13 
elt Lanka-—Bartovsky, corres. 
1986) 10 Bel Hc6 11 c3 f6 12 ef 
2>f 13 He6+, since after 9 f4 f6 10 
“£3 and an eventual exchange 
of c-pawns, the b4 square could 
become a weakness: 

(a) 10... 0-O 11 0-0 Haé 12 
Re3 (12 Dc3 Ag4 13 h3 Rxf3 
14 Bxf3 e6 15 AbS+ Sanchez 
Almeyra—Hennigan, Rome 1990) 
12... Ac4 13 Rxc4 de 14 Da3 
wWdS (14 ... @e6 15 We2 wd5 
16 4d2 Wce6co Ulmanis—Miller, 
corres. 1983) 15 Ad2 fe 16 de 2d7 
17 Baxc4 2c6 18 We2 Ab4 19 
@f3 2h6! 20 Ad4 axf4! 21 Axc6 
4-4 W. Watson—Hennigan, Lon- 
don (Lloyds Bank) 1985. 

(b) 10... &g4 11 Abd2 (11 0-0) 
Ft ...@@6 12c3 fe 13-fe (13 de 
@c5! 14 £c2 0-0 15 h3 &f500) 
13... 0-0 14 0-0 c5 15 Wel (15 
h3 £5) 15... e6 16 Wg3 2f5! 17 
Ah4 cd 18 AxfS (18 cd Ab4) 18 
... BxfS 19 BxfS ef! 20 cd Ab4 
21 Af3 Ac4F Pridome-Bagirov, 
Cappelle la Grande 1988. 

9 4 

9 wf3 We7 (9 ... Wd7 appears 
no less viable than without a4 and 
a5.) 10 Ae4 (83) gives Black two 
intriguing possibilities: 
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we 


(a) 10... de 11 2g5 wbh44+ 12 
@bd2 and now: 

(al) 12... Wxd4?! 13 0-0-0. 

(a2) 12... ed?! 13 Af6+ Sf8 14 
c3! We5 (14 ... dc 15 bc We5 16 
Ade4 gives White an overwhelm- 
ing attack after both 16... Wc6 
17 @cl! and 16... WfS 17 We3!) 
15 Ade4 WfS 16 We2 Ad5?! (16... 
h5 17 h4!? de 18 DAg3 WeS 19 
Ecl!) 17 g4 We5 18 f4! Axf4 19 
wf3 @d5 (19 ... Hh3!? 20 gh4! 
g5 21 fl! Harley) 20 0-0 &xf6 
21 &xdS ed 22 £h6+! de7 
23 Axf6 2e6 and now 24 gf4! 
would have been immediately 
decisive in Harley—Buckmaster, 
Southampton 1986. 

(a3) 12 ... 0-0 13 0-0-0. 

(a4) 12... f§ 13 Df6+ Sf7 14 
c3 Wd6 and now White should 
certainly try SDO’s 15 Afe4 Web 
16 g4, since 15 Ade4 We6 16 de 
A8d7 17 wf4 h6 18 2h4 2xfoF 
19 @xf6? DcS 20 Rc2 g5 21 
2xg5 Wxg2 0-1 was Kujawski-— 
Carnstam, corres. 1988. 

(b) 10... d5 11 Af6+ (11 Ac5 
@8d7) 11... &xf6 12 Wxf6 (12 


170 Alburt Variation: 4 Af3 g6 


ef!? Wb4+ 13 4c3 is worth trying: 
13... Wxd4?! 140-0 or 13... Ac6! 
14 Weg3!oo) 12 ... Wxf6 13 ef cS! 
14 Ac3 (14 dc A6d700) 14... c4 
15 ga2 2d7! 16 b3 Dab 17 Ra3 
(17 be?! @b4) 17... Bc8 (17... 
Ab4) 18 &d2 DAb4 19 Dd 0-0!? 
(19 ... Axc2!? 20 Sxc2 cb+ + 21 
xb3 2xa4+ 22 Sb2 Bc2+ 23 
@b1 &d2co Pushkin) and now 
White should play 20 2b1, since 
20 c3? @xa2 21 &xf8 cb! 22 
Re7 Dc4+ left White in desperate 
trouble in Kuznetsov—Pushkin, 
USSR 1988. 


Cer de 
10 fe c5 
11 0-0 


Kasparov recommends 11 ¢3 cd 
12 0—0 0—0 13 cd as more accurate, 
since Black could now try 11... 
wxd4+ 12 wxd4 cd 13 Exf7 (13 
@xf7 0-0 14 Ad6 Bxfl+ 15 &xfl 
&d7 16 @xb7 Dc6!) 13... RxeS 
14 Bfl Acé6. 

hes 0-0 
12 3 cd 

12... Dec6? gave White too free 
a hand on the kingside in the 
famous game Kasparov—Palatnik, 
Daugavpils 1978: 13 De4! Ad7 
(13... cd 14 &g5! and now 14... 
We7 15 cd or 14... Wd7 15 Sf6+ 
&xf6 16 &xf6 dc 17 Wel) 14 
Re3! (14 225 Wb6!) 14... De7 (14 
... Wb6 15 Da3 cd 16 Bc4) 15 
&g5! cd (15... h6 16 2h4 g5 17 
&xg5!) 16 cd h6 17 2h4 gS 18 
Rf2 (18 Rxg5? hg 19 WhS }xeS5!) 
18 ... Ag6 19 Dbc3 We7 20 gc2 
b6 21 ke3 2a6 22 Bf2 Dh8 


23 &xg5! (Apparently, nowadays 
Kasparov would prefer the 
straightforward 23 h4! gh 24 weg4! 
{5 25 ef Axf6 26 Axf6+ Bxf6 27 
Exf6 Wxf6 28 We4! Bd8 29 Wh7+ 
$f8 30 DbS5!.) 23 ... hg 24 wh5 
{5! 25 @xgS BL7! 26 Rxf5!! Bxf5 
27 Bxf5 ef 28 DdS We8 29 Wh7+ 
f8 30 wxfS+ og8 31 wh7+ 
#f8 32 Za3! Bc8 33 Bf3+ D6 
34 h3! Wg6 35 Exf6+ &xf6 36 
He6+ Se8 37 DAxf6+ 1-0. 

13°"-ed Ac6 

14 }f3 {6 (84) 

Black must attack the centre 

immediately, or face a powerful 
kingside attack. 


15 &Ac3 


15 ef Wxf6 16 ge3 Sd5 17 
&f2 Df4 is analogous to the main 
line without the insertion of 7 a4 


a5. The most important difference 


made by these moves here is the 
undefended state of the b3 bishop: 

(a) 18 Dbd2 wfS 19 Shi (19 
&c2!?) 19... We4 20 2¢3 Dh5? 


(20 ... &d7=) 21 Ad6 Bfe8 22 


“@c4 Ha6 23 dS+ Kavalek-— 
Alburt, US Ch (South Bend) 1981. 


(b) 18 Ac3 Dh3+ 19 gh wxf3 
20 wWxf3 &xf3 21 dS (21 dg2 
@xd4 22 &xd4 Bxfl) 21 ... Ad4 
22 &xd4 (22 &c4 f4!? Pushkin) 
22... &xd4+ 23 Sg2 Bxfl 24 
Exfl 2xc3 (24... ed 25 &xd5+ 
$g7 26 Bf7+ eh6 27 Hed 
&fS= Kuijf—Blees, Dutch Ch 
[Hilversum] 1989) 25 de &b4! 26 
e7+ &g7 27 Bf8 &xh3+ 4-4 
Shiepnév—Pushkin, corres. 1990. 

FS kas fe 
16 2g5 wd7 

White also has compensation 
after 16... We8 17 de Dxe5 18 
“@xe5 Bxfl+ 19 Wxfl &xe5 20 
Bel 2d4+ 21 ehl (Kasparov). 


17. de @xe5 
18 ®xe5 Rxfl+ 
The alternatives are 18... 2xe5 
and 18... Wxd1. 
19 wrxfl wd4+ 
20 hi wxe5 
21 4 =2d8! 


An excellent way to exploit the 
undefended knight on b6. Now 21 
... Ba6is strongly met by 22 wbS!. 


21 om wes 
22 Bed! web 

22... wb4 23 Ags+—. 
23 Dgs Hd5 
24 wi?+ hs 
25 «onfl De3 


25 ... &d7 fails to 26 &xd5 
and 2&f6. 


26 «sgl Aga? 
26... AdS is the only chance. 

27 wd hS 

28 = =h3 Aho 

29 2 f6 wes 


Alburt Variation: 4 Af3 ¢6 171 


Kuzhanoyv—Pushkin 
Correspondence 1987 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AL3 
26 5 2c4 Db6 6 2b3 2g7 


7 BS e6 

7...d5 provides Black with fewer 
possibilities for counterplay, and 
consequently is out of fashion. 
Fairly harmless are then 8 c3 {6 9 
ef ef 10 We2+ We7= Hebden— 
Hennigan, British Ch (Southamp- 
ton) 1986 and 8 0-0 0-0 9 Hel 
Ac6 10 c3 f6 11 ef ef 12 Deb 2xe6 
13. &xe6 Parma—Gheorghiu, 
Skopje 1968, though White may 
have a small edge here. White does 
best to maintain a pawn at eS, viz 
8 £4 £6 (8 ... 0-0 9 0-0 f6 has little 
independent significance, except 
for cutting out some options for 
Black.) 9 @f3. Now Black has a 
choice: 

(a) 9... 0-0 10 0-0 Daé!? 11 c3 
(11 a4?! cS 12 c3 cd 13 cd Re6 14 
wel? Dc4 15 Bc2 Bc8 16 Ac3 
ADb4 17 &b1 Ac6 18 b3 D4a5 19 
&c2 Db4 20 2dl Dd3 21 wd2 
4@xf4!— + Zso. Polgar—Hennigan, 
London [Duncan Lawrie] 1988) 
11... c5 12 ef &xf6 (12 ... ef) 13 
Be5 cd 14 cd DBb4 15 He3 ¥f5 
16 a3 Dc6 17 g4 and White 
embarked on a vigorous kingside 
assault in Agnos—Hennigan, Brit- 
ish Ch (Swansea) 1987. 

(b) 9... a5 10 c3 (10 a4 is more 
obliging — see 7 a4 a5 8 gS d5.) 
10... Hab 11 0-0 (11 We2!? 0-0 
12 ge3) 11... 0-0 12 &c2 c5 13 
ef (13 dc AxcS 14 Re3 Deb 15 
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a3 fe 16 fe 2d7= Motwani-— 
Hennigan, British Ch [Sou- 
thampton] 1986) 13 ... Hxf6 14 
dc AxcS 15 2e3 Deb 16 Bed 
wWd6 17 g3 Ad7 18 Af3 Bf8 19 
&a3 Ac7 20 Ad4 eS 21 fe AxeS= 
Unzicker—Chekhov, Moscow 
1982. 

(c) 9... Ac6 10 c3 (10 e3 
4\a5!=). Black can insert ... 0—0, 
0-O and/or ... fe, fe, but loses 
nothing by delaying these. 

(cl) 10... 2g4 11 Abd2 0-0 
(11 ... fe 12 feaieh6 13 h3 aefsd 
@fl @xcl 15 Wxcl e6 16 He3 
We7 17 Dg4t Foigel—Balendo, 
USSR 1979) 12 0-0 Wd7 13 h3 
2xf3 14 @xf3 gives White a 
pleasant space advantage. Grefe— 
Dunning, Las Vegas 1974 con- 
tinued 14... Ad8 15 gc2 f5 (15 
... De6?! 16 f5!) 16 AgS Deb 17 
“\xe6 Wxe6 18 g4! Hac8 19 Bf2 
$h8 20 Shi and White pro- 
ceeded to attack down the g-file. 

(c2) 10 ... &2f5 (85). White 
has two approaches, which can 
transpose: 


(c21) 11 @h4 axbi (11... 
e472! 12 Ad2 2d3 13 WE3 a6 


14 {5} 42 Bab! (22) 0-6 
transposes to c22, but White has 
avoided 11... a5.) 13 &c2 e6 
14 @f3 wd7 (14... 0-07! 15 g4! 
fg?! 16 AgS h6 17 Axe6 Wh4+ 
18 g#e2+ Yudasin; in Mestel— 
Alburt, Hastings 1983/4, 14 ... 
wWe7 15 b3 Ad8 16 0-0 &f8 was 
met by a4—a5—a6). Now Yudasin 
suggests 15 2d3 with ideas of 
opening a new front on the queen- 
side, whilst 15 0—O, to bring the 
knight round to cS, was sufficient 
for an advantage in Yudasin— 
Kakageldiev, Ivano-Frankovsk 
1982. 

(c22) 11 0-0 0-0 (11 ... Wd7?! 
12 Abd? fe 13 fe O-O 14 Bf2! Aa5 
15 2c2 2xc2 16 Wxc2 wfS 17 
Wd1 only succeeded in exposing 
the black queen in Karpov—Torre, 
Leningrad IZ 1973; 11 ... AaS5!? 
12 &c2 2xc2 13 Wxc2 wd7 14 
“Abd2 {5 15 Del gave White only 
a small edge in Matanovic—Martz, 
Malaga 1973.) 12 Ah4 (12 a4; 12 
#bd2: 12 Bf2) 12... axbi 13 
Exbl fe 14 fe Bxfl+ 15 wxfi+t 
Wd7 16 We2 Bf8 17 Sc2 e6 18 
b3 Dc8 19 2d2 A8e7 20 Af3 
Ad8 21 fl b6 22 2d3 Af7 
23 2e3 cS 4-4 Donchev—Pribyl, 
Bratislava 1983. 

8 f4 

White avoids the intricate 
tactics following 8 Wf3 (see sub- 
sequent games). Black must 
adopt an active approach, braving 
the consequences of an open f-file. 
Dismal was 8 ... h6 9 Af3 Acé6 10 
c3 Be7 11 0-0 2d7 12 a4 a5 


13 c4+ Panchenko—Fokin, Kursk 
1987. 

Bt de 

9 fe 

Completely harmless is 9 de?! 

Wxdl+ 10 @xdl c6 11 Ac3 
2d7 12 &c3 Aa5F Bisguier- 
Alburt, USA 1984. 


9 ween c5 
10 0-0 0-0 
i «es cd 
2 <«d Acb 
13. @f3 {6 
14_ ef 


14 4c3!? fe 15 225 Wd7 16 de 
@xe5 17 @xeS Bxfl+!? 18 wxfl 
Wd4+ 19 Shi WxeS 20 e7 
2d7 21 Bel WfS 22 We2 He8 23 
&d6 wf6 gave Black adequate 
defensive resources in Pupols— 
Alburt, Portland 1987. 


lAmerse: wxf6 
15 2e3 Ad5 
16 2f2 Af4 


Black can contemplate 16... 
Hh8 17 Ac3 Axc3 18 be eS (18 
... 2d7? 19 2g3+ Hardicsay— 
Honfi, Hungary 1978) 19 dS e4. 

17) Ac3 

An important decision. At first 
this move was rejected due to 
the shattering of White’s kingside 
pawns, but it has since been 
realised that Black’s development 
problems, particularly with the c8 
bishop, are at least as relevant. 

17 Abd2 wfS 18 2e3 (18 2c2 
wb5; 18 Shi weg4) 18... wd3F 
19 Hel Axd4 20 2c4 Axf3+4 21 
wxf3 wfS 22 2xf4 wxf4 23 wxf4 
Et xf4 24 Ae4!? gave White enough 
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activity to scrape a draw in 
Shamkovich—Alburt, Reykjavik 
Open 1984. 

17 Ghi b6 (17... WS does not 
work terribly well after 18 4c3.) 
18 2e3 (18 Ac3 is best met by 18 
... &a6. Instead 18 ... &b7 19 
Ae4 We7 20 Hel AaS 21 &c2 
Wb4 22 Zbl Had8 23 £h4 Bc8 
24 a3 WbS 25 2c7 Bf7 26 2d6 
xg2 was rather speculative in 
Arnason—Alburt, Reykjavik Open 
1984) 18 ... 2a6 19 Sf2 Bad8 
20 Ac3 Sh8 21 Ded We7 22 Wel 
4d3 23 Wxc6 2b7 24 Wxe6 Wxeb6 
25 2xe6 2xe4 26 Hd2 h6 gave 
White an extra pawn of no great 
use in Kudrin—Alburt, New York 
1985. 

| eee h3+ 

17 ... @h8 is rather illogical 
here, since ... e5 is unlikely to be 
a useful option. 18 2e3 We7 19 
wd2 &d5 20 Axd5 ed 21 &xd5 
A\b4 22 2b3 2f5 23 a3 Ad3 24 
Bh6 Bac8 25 &xg7+ Sxg7 26 
&hi wd6 27 Hel! denied Black 


compensation in Voormans— 
Blees, Dieren 1988. 

18 gh wxf3 

19 wxf3 


19 dS Wxd1l 20 Haxd! is less 
accurate, as capturing gives Black 
a comfortable game: 20 ... ed 21 
&xd5+ Gh8 22 Hg2 Rf5 23 
Mfel? (23 &g3) 23 ... &xh3+ 
won a pawn in Zapata—Timman, 
Amsterdam OHRA 1987. 

19 @.. Exf3 (86) 
20 =d5 
20 $g2?! Axd4 21 &xd4 (21 
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Hadi mf4) 21... Bxfl 22 Bxfl 
2xd4 leaves White fighting for a 
draw. 

20 Ab5 poses more complicated 
problems: 

(a) 20... &h8? was played in the 
game Sokolov-Timman, Tilburg 
1987. 21 Ac7 Bb8 22 }g2 was 
now possible, but the game con- 
tinuation was also strong: 21 }g2 
Hd3 22 Badl Bxdl 23 dixd! 
2d7 24 Ac7 Bc8 25 Axe6 Dad 
26 Dc5! RFS! (26... 2c6+ 27 d5 
@xb3 28 ab 2b5 29 Axb7 Hc2 
30 d6 &c6+ 31 }gl &xb7 32 d7 
&f6 33 2d4+—) and as Sokolov 
analysed, decisive action was poss- 
ible, thanks to the strength of the 
passed pawn and the weakness of 
Black’s back rank: 27 2e6! Exc5 
28 dc &xe6 29 b4 Ac6 (29... Ac4 
30 Hd8+ £g8 31 bS &f6 32 
c6!+ —) 30 b5 DeS 31 Bd8+ 228 
32 &d4 h5 33 a3! &h7 34 gxe5 
&xe5 35 c6 and this pawn can 
only be stopped at the cost of one 
of Black’s unfortunately-placed 
bishops. Instead, in the game 27 
&d5"! b6 28 ge6 Bc6! allowed 
Black to put up resistance. 


(b) 20... &xf2!? is advocated 
by Pushkin, who is clearly a great 
fan of exchange sacrifices. Black 
has compensation, or at least is 
unlikely to lose, after either 21 
&xf2 2d7 22 dS Bf8+ 23 og3 
Se5+ 24 oh4 Bxfl 25 Exfl 
a5 26 Ac3 Axb3 27 ab ed or 21 
Bxf2 Axd4 22 Ac7 2b8 23 Sg2 
2d7 24 Hel @xb3 25 ab e5 
Vasiliev—Pushkin, USSR 1987. 

(c) 20... 2d7!? 21 d5 (21 }g2? 
Baf8; 21 Ac7? Axd4! 22 Axas8 
Ae2+ 23 &g2 Bxb3! 24 ab?? 
&c6 # — apparently it was miss- 
ing this that led to Timman reject- 
ing 20 ... @d7.) 21 ... as 22 
@c7 #xb3 23 ab Ec8! (23 ... 
Haf8?!) 24 Axe6 Axe6 25 de 
Exb3e(25 .. cexb2eoehadt) 
and instead of 26 Hxa7? when: 
White has a bad ending, Pushkin 
recommends 26 e7! intending 
Zadl as giving White a slight 


edge. 
20m << Das 
21) = = AbS Axb3 
22 = ab ed 


22... &d7 23 Ac7 transposes 
to line (c) in the note to White’s 
20th move. The continuation in 
the game looks safer. 

23. AcT 
24 Exf2 

Capturing the inactive rook is 

illogical: 24 Dxa8? Bxb2F. 


axf2 


a St. bs 
25 «ddl d4 
26 «=De8! Sed! 


A common mistake after sacri- 
ficing an exchange is to be in too 


much of a hurry to regain the 
material: 26 ... 2h6? 27 Bxd4 
&e3 28 Bd8+. 


27~—s Hel 2h8 
28 «=}f6+ 2x6 
29 «xB xf6 &xh3! 


29)... 2457! 30 Bd6! d3 31 Be7 
Ef8 32 }g2! Ef7 33 Bxf7 Sxf7 
34 h4! gives White real winning 
chances. 


30 «—-Ed6 xfs 
31 &xd4 gf7 
32 Hedl &g7 
33 ~84d3 2f5 
34 -&c3 Red! 
35 Ee3 Rc6 


With the bishop cemented on 
this excellent square, White’s 
advantage is of a purely symbolic 
nature. In the following play, the 
only real danger to either side is 
trying too hard to win. 36 Hf 
d7 37 Mfel Hd2 38 Bie2 Bdl+ 
39 Sf2 Bhi 40 og3 Bgl+ 41 
@f2 (41 Hh4?? g5+ 42 Hh 
&d5 would’ be _ dreadfully 
embarrassing.) 41... Bh! 42 Bh3 
h5 43 Se3 Bgl 44 Bg3 Bxg3+ 
45 hg &h6 46 of4 2d7 47 He7 
2c6 48 24 hg 49 &xg4 a6! 50 b4 
ad5 51 Be2 2c6 52 Bh2+ dg7 
53 &g5 ¢f7! (White must now 
be careful that the black king does 
not wreak havoc on the queen- 
side.) 54 Bh7+ e655 Bh4 $d6 
56 Sxg6 gc7 57 Bg4 Sb6 58 
Bg5 &b5 59 Sf5 ac6 60 of4 
&b5 61 ge4 Rc6+ 62 Sd4 
&b5 63 Hg6+ &c6 64 Sc4 
a7 65 Sc5 2bS 66 Bb6 Re2 
67 b5 &xb5 (Not falling for 67... 
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ab? 68 He6 &c4 69 Bel, when 
White wins.) 4-4. 


Van der Wiel-—A. Blees 
Dutch Ch (Hilversum) 1990 


1 e4 Sf6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 DF3 
26 5 2c4 Abb 6 2b3 297 7 
Ag5 e6 

8 wf3 Wwe7 

8 ... wd7!? is Pushkin’s idea, 
which has also been tried by 
Alburt. 

(a) 9 d5?! ed 10 ed (10 e6? fe 11 
0-0 hé 12 Ah3 wf7—+) 10... hé! 
11 de (11 We2+? Sd8 12 dce+ 
Wxce7 13 Af3 Be8—+) 11... Wxc7 
12 ®h3 We7+ gives Black the 
advantage, as analysed by Push- 
kin. 

(b) 9 ed!? leads to unclear play in 
a variety of lines given by Pushkin: 

(b1) 9... ed 10 He4 (10 d5 eS 
11 BDe4 f5 12 DgS We7) 10... 
&xd4 11 Df6+ (11 2h6 d5; 11 
225 f5 12 DAfo+ &xf6 13 &xf6 
Bf8) 11... &xf6 12 Wxf6 Bg8. 

(b2) 9 ... Ac6!? 10 c3 (10 d5 
Ad4 11 Wwe4 ®xb3 12 de fe 13 ab 
cd; 10 dc Axd4 11 Wg3 Axb3 12 
ab 4d5) 10... h6! (10... cd?! 11 
d5+) 11 Be4 f5 12 DAcS Wxdé. 
Now 13 #f4? eS and 13 0-0? 
2xd4! illustrate White’s need for 
caution. 

(c) 9 Hed de. In practice White 
has always opted for the immedi- 
ate knight check: 

(cl) 10 &g5 can be met by 10 
... £5 11 Af6+ Rxf6 12 2xf6 Bf8 
(12 ... e4!? 13 wf4) 13 de wf7 
intending ... @8d7, or 10 ... ed 
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11 Af6+ (11 2f6 0-0 12 2xg7 
$xe7 13 wi6+ og8 14 Wes f5 
15 Af6+ Bxf6 16 Wxf6 cS) 11... 
&xf6 12 &xf6 Bg8oo (Pushkin). 

(c2) 10 Af6+ 2xf6 11 wWwxf6 
Heg8 (87) and now: 


(c21) 12 de Wd4! 13 f4 (13 2g5? 
Ac6; 13 wi4 wxf4 14 gxf4 g5! 15 
&g3 was Konchevsky—Pushkin, 
USSR 1989. 15... &d7 intending 

&c6 and “28d7-f8—-g6 
would then have been promising 
for Black.) 13 ... A8&d7 (13 ... c5) 
14 Wg5 4c5 15 Ac3 aS 16 a3 a4 
17 2a2 De4 18 Axed Wxe44+ 19 
Sdl 2d7 20 2d2 h6 21 weg3 
&c6 22 Hel Wxg2 gave Black a 
clear extra pawn in Ljubojevic— 
Alburt, New York rapid 1990. 

(c22) 12 ag5 ed (12 ... Ac6?! 
13 Dc3! wxd4 14 ga4! wd6 15 
Hdl AdS 16 Axd5 ed 17 Bxd5 
Wxf6 18 &xf6 2d7 19 0-0 g5 20 
Efd1 2g621 Bxd7 Bxf6 22 Bxc7 
was very grim for Black in Verin— 
Pushkin, corres. 1990.) 13 Ac3 (13 
“\d2 Ac6 and 13 0-0 are both 
considered unclear by Pushkin.) 
13... h6! 14 2h4 gS (14... de 15 
Edi g5 16 Bxd7 A8xd7 17 Wxc3 


gh) 15 He4 gh(15... Bg6 16 Wxg6 
fg 17 Df6+ ge7 18 Axd7 D8&xd7 
19 223 c5) 16 Wxh6 Hg6 17 
Wh8+ de7 18 wWxh4+ with a 
draw by repetition. 

Another, rather more dubious, 
possibility is 8 ... 0-0 9 Wh3 hé6. 
The knight then has two squares: 

(a) 10 f3 de 11 de Hc6! 12 
&2xh6 Axe5! 13 AgS (13 Axed 
&xe5 and now 14 &xf8 &xb2 
15 ga3 &xal 16 c3 wi6! 17 
0-0 a5! frees the bishop, whilst 
14 Ac3 Be8 15 Hdl wf6 16 Ded 
wh8 17 c3 2d7 18 0-0 2&c6 
19 £42! 297 20 2xg7 Wxh3! 21 
@f6+ Sxg7 22 Axe8+ Hxe8 23 
gh 2h8 gave Black excellent com- 
pensation in Shamkovich—Alburt, 
US Ch [South Bend] 1981). 
Black’s best may well be 13 ... 
wd4!? 14 2xg7 &xg7, since 15 
Wh7+?! f6 leaves the black king 
surprisingly safe. Instead 13 ... 
Wf6 14 DAd2! gxh6 (14... wfSt) 
15 Wxh6 Wxf2?! (15... Wh8+) 16 
edi 2d8 17 Ded Dgds 18 We5 
Bxd2+ 19 Wxd2 4e3+ 20 cl 
Wxd2+ 21 }xd2 Dxg2 22 h4!+ 
was Wahls—Hartmann, Bundes- 
liga 1986/7. 

(b) 10 Hed! de (10... gS? 11 £4; 
10 ... @h7? 11 |f6+ Axf6 12 
&xh6+—; 10... d5?7! 11 Dc5+ 
Dzhindzhichashvili—Alburt, New 
York Open 1984) 11 &xh6 ed (11 
... Wxd4? 12 Dbc3) 12 DgS! (12 
&g5 f6) and White has a strong 
attack: 12... e5 is met by 13 g4! 
when Black has only managed to 
expose f7; 12 ... AdS 13 2xg7 


&xg7 14 Wh7+ &f6 15 wh6 gave 
Black’s king continuing problems 
in Ernst-NN, G6teborg Open 
1986; 12... Wf6 13 Ad2 (13 Dh7 
WeS5+) 13... &xh6 14 Wxh6 Weg7 
15 Wh4 ®8d7 16 Ade4 c5 17 
‘@xe6! fe 18 2xe6+ Bf7 19 wWe7 
wf8 20 WgS }g7 21 &xf7 wxf7 
22 0-0 4d5 23 Bel led, in Mandl- 
Hartmann, Bundesliga 1986/7, to 
a complicated ending in which 
White’s initiative and kingside 
majority triumphed. 
9 Hed de 

9... h6 10 2f4 (10 ed is much 
ess clear.) 10... dS (10 ... del? 11 
gxe5 gxe5 12 de is a type of 
position where Black would prefer 
the queens exchanged.) 11 “f6+ 
11 4g3 c5 12 c3 Ac6 13 He2 and 
Ornstein’s 11 @cS should both 
suffice for an advantage.) 11 ... 
&xf6 12 ef Wxf6 and now instead 
of 13 we3?! Dc6 14 c3 We7! 15 
#xh6 e5!+ A. Rodriguez—Alburt, 
Thessaloniki ol 1984, Rodriguez 
recommends 13 Wg3! Wxd4 14 
“c3 when Black is in trouble. 


10 = 2g5 wh4+ 
My 6c3 waS5 
12. }f6+ &f8 
13 §d5 e4 


The only move, e.g. 13... h6? 14 

de hg 15 Ad7+ with a massacre. 
14 Weg3 

After 14 Wxe4?? h6 15 de 2 xe6, 
White suffers a decisive material 
loss: 16 2xe6 Wxg5 or 16 &2h4 
y5 17 2xe6 &xf6 Gallagher— 
Blees, Tel Aviv 1988. 

More interesting is 14 wf4?!, 
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when Black must find some ‘only’ 
moves: 

(a) 14... Ha6 15 Zh6! (Threat- 
ens 16 &xg7+ &xg7 17 WeS!) 15 
... ACS 16 2c2 WbS 17 b4 Ad3+ 
18 2xd3 Wxd3 19 2xg7+ &xg7 
20 We5 Ed8 21 a3 is analysis by 
Schissler. White intends 22 Hdl; 
it is not clear how Black can 
defend. 

(b) 14... Axd5! 15 gxd5 hé! 
16 Wxe4 hg! 17 &xb7 Ehd4! 18 g4 
(18 Dh7+? Sg8; 18 Wd3 #xf6 
19 gxa8 2a6 20 We3 Ad7! and 
Black plans to attack the white 
king, caught in the centre, with 
such moves as ... Ae5—d3+ and 
... 2d4.) 18... 2xb7 (18... Wbé6) 
19 Wxb7 2xf6 20 Wxa8 WeS+ 21 
edi (21 ofl WbS+ wins.) 21... 
c6! (White’s king and queen are 
both under threat.) 22 Ad2 (22 
wxa7 Wd5+ 23 }xc2 We4+! 24 
@b3 Wxhl 25 Wxb8+ &g7 
leaves White in rather a dreadful 
state; 22 Hel Wc7 23 He4 is better, 
but White’s kingside pawns are a 
mess.) 22... Wce7!—+ 23 a4 g7 
24 Ba3 Dd7! 25 Bb3 Abb 26 
Bxb6 Wxb6 27 a5 Wxb2 28 Wxc6 


Rxc3 0-1 Mnatsakanian— 
Khmeinitsky, Sibenik Open 1989. 
14. Bao 


Short—Alburt, Foxboro (1) 1985 
saw 14... 26d7?! 15 Axd7+ Axd7 
16 de Ac5 (16... fe?! 17 &xe6+) 
17 e7+ Se8 18 0-0! h6 (Grabbing 
the rook is fatal: 18 ... Axb3 19 
ab Wxal 20 Wxc7 f6 21 Hdl #f7 
22 e8 w+ +) and now White’s best 
was 19 £e3! since 19 ... Axb3 20 
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ab Wxal again fails to 21 Wxc7. 
Instead after 19 2f4?! Axb3 20 
&xc7 Wg5! 21 ab Wxg3 22 hg 
&xe7 23 Ad2, White’s chances 
were only marginally better. 

Here, with the queen on g3, 14 
... &xd5? fails rather drastically: 
15 &xd5 ed 16 WeS Wb5S 17 Wxc7 
&2d7 18 Wd8+ 2e8 19 Axes 
Wxe8 20 2e7+ (SDO). 

15 de (88) 


1S: cn h6 
15... 2xe6 16 &xe6 h6 17 wid! 
fe (17... hg?? 18 Dh7+) 18 Hd5+4! 


@g8! (18 ... ee8 19 Axc7+ 
@xc7 20 Wxc7 WxgS 21 Wxg7 
Wel+ 22 Se2 Wxhi 23 Wxh8+ 
£f7 24 Wh7+ f6+ is given by 
London, with the amusing sequel 
25 ®d2 Wxal 26 Axe4+ eS 27 
We7 DdS 28 Wd6+ xe4 29 
Wxe6+ $f4 30 23+ g5 31 h44+ 
@h5 32 Wxd5+ and now 32... 
g5 33 Wf3+ og6 34 h5+ &g7 
35 Wxb7+ or 32... 224 33 We6+ 
@h5 34 f3 Wxb24+ 35 ofl wbhl+ 
36 Sg2 Wce2+ 37 Hh3 wfs+ 38 
g4+.) 19 He7+ Gh7 20 h4! (20 
&xh6? Wh5!) 20... Ad5 21 Wxe4 


@xe7 22 gxe7 Hhe8 23 £a3 
wd5 24 @d2 hS 25 0-0-0 &h6 
26 &c2 and now in London- 
Alburt, New York Open 1989, 
after 26 ... Wf5?! 27 {3 Bad8 28 
Ehel $g7 29 g4 hg 30 fg Bxd2+ 
31 Bxd2 Wxe4+ 32 Exe4 2xd2 
33 }xd2 eS 34 Hel! there resulted 
an ending offering White excellent 
winning chances. London gives 26 
... &xd2+ as Black’s best. 

Short’s suggestion 15 ... wf5 
has been analysed quite exten- 
sively. 16 e7+ &xe7 and now: 

(a) 17 DhS+?? fo—+. 

(b) 17 4d5++ Sf8 18 Ae3 
(18 @xc7?? ge5—+) 18 ... Wd7 
intending ... f6 and ... g5 gives 
Black slightly the better chances 
according to Short. 

(c) 17 Dg8++4+!? Se8 18 Dh6 
&Rxh6 19 &xh6 2e6 20 0-0 
&xb3 21 ab f6 (SDO) gives White 
very reasonable compensation for 
the pawn. 

Blees’ move, 15 ... h6, is con- 
demned by King as a clear blun- 
der. However, as it was surely 
prepared beforehand, and Black 
obtains very interesting play for 
the pawn, this criticism may be 
unfounded. 


16 e7+ &xe7 

17 #d5++ &e8 

18 @Axc7+ @xe7 

19 Wre7 wxg5 

20) «~Wxf7+ $d8 

21 = =Wxg7 Ze8 (89) 


The end of a forced sequence. 
Black’s king is surprisingly safe, 
while ... e3 is in the air, as are ... 


&h3 ideas should White castle. 


22 &d2 aga 

23 ~wd4+ &c7 

24 ~We3 Wxe3+ 
25 fe Zad8 


The exchange of queens has 
not lessened the awkwardness of 
White’s position. 


26 =h3 Reb 
27 =e2 2d7 
28 = hf hs 

29 sa 7 Sb8 
30 Xgl Ee5 
31 0 f6 2b5+ 
32 («cd Zed5! 


This clever piece of tactics 
brings Black fully into the game. 
33 Axed Axc4 34 a4 Bd3 35 Hdl 
xb2 36 Bxd3 &xd3+ 37 Sf3 
aS 38 BDcS ac4 39 Ac2 g5 40 
Eb6 2d5+ 41 e4 Ac4 42 Bhé 
£743 Bh7 DeS+ 44 Se3 Ac4+ 
45 $f2 2d2+ 46 dgl De3. The 
tactics now begin to fizzle out, and 
an ending results in which White 
is just able to hold a draw: 47 
2b3 &xb3 48 Bxb7+ c8 49 
Bxb3 Exg2+ 50 Bhi He2 51 
Ae6 g4 52 Af4 Bel+ 53 Hh2 
Mfl+ 54 g2 Ad2 55 Ec3+ 
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b7 56 Hd3 gh+ 57 Bxh3 Bxe4 
58 Ad3 Bg4+ 59 Sf2 h4 60 ve2 
“c4 61 of3 Hd4 62 Af4 Ad2+ 
63 Sg4 Exa4 64 Bxh4 Sb6 65 
Hg3 &b5 66 &f2 Ae4+ 67 ve3 
@c5 68 Dg6 Ha2 69 DAeS Hc2 70 
Bh8 a6 71 Dd3 Bc6 72 BhS+ 
&b6 73 HAeS Bc8 74 Ad7+ 4-4. 


Timman-—Alburt 
Taxco/Montetaxco IZ 1985 


1 e4 Df6 2 &5 DAd5 3 d4 d6 4 |F3 
£6 5 2c4 D6 6 2b3 2297 7 
Ags e6 8 Wi3 We7 9 Ded de 10 
&g5 wbh4+ 11 c3 Wad 

12 2f6 2xf6 

12... 0-0 13 &xg7 Sxg7 14 
wWf6+ $g8 15 WxeS affects the 
move-number, but not the pos- 
ition. 

13 Wxf6 0-0 
14. Wxe5 Wxe5 

The more ambitious 14... Ac6 
has been condemned on the basis 
of the game Lyjubojevic—Alburt, 
New York Open 1985, in which 
Black was routed by a mating 
attack. However, Khmelnitsky has 
continued to play the move, but 
none of his opponents have been 
curious enough to see his improve- 
ment. 

(a) 15 Wxe7 Axd4 16 0-0!? 
4xb3 17 ab Wxal (Dunworth 
suggests 17... WfS 18 Abd2 dS, 
which is certainly better than 
being mated, but queenside 
development remains a problem.) 
18 Af6+. Now Ljubojevic—Alburt 
continued with 18 ... 2g7 which 
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lost quite trivially: 19 WeS Bd8 
20 Ad2 Wxb2 21 Ade4 We2 and 
now 22 He8++ &f8 23 We5+ 
g8 24 D4f6+ Sh8 25 wik# 
was quickest. Ljubojevic analysed 
18... h8 19 WeS! Wxb2 20 g4 
(20 Hdl gd7! 21 @xd7+ f6 22 
&xf6 2f7) 20... We2 (20... Wxb3 
21 Ad2 Wa3 22 Ade4 We7 23 Hdl 
Dc4 24 wg5 Bg8 25 wh6 &g7 
26 Ags De5 27 Agxh7 Axg4 28 
wh4+—) 21 c4 (Threatens c5; 21 
g2?! £5!) 21 ... Wxb3 22 Ad2 
Wa2 23 Ade4 Axc4 24 Weg5+ -. 

(b) 15 Df6+ Lh8 16 wid Yg7 
and now: 

(b1) 17 g4!? h6 18 De4?! (18 
g5!?; 18 h4) 18 ... fS5!00 Frolov— 
Khmelnitsky, Simferopol 1989. 

(b2) 17 Dg4?! f5! (17 ... ws?! 
18 Wh6+! }g8 19 f3+ Kruppa-— 
Khmelnitsky, Kiev 1989) 18 ®e5 
(18 4e3?! eS!) 18... AxeS 19 Wxe5 
wxe5S 20 de a5 21 ®a3 2d7 22 
0-0-0 2c6 23 f3 a4 24 2c2 Had 
25 Mhel Bc5 26 Bd4 Ha8 27 He2 
g5! 28 f4 BaaS 29 g3 gf 30 ef Bd5 
31 Eb4 HacS 32 He3 Bd7 33 
Adl $f8! 34 Bg3 Bcd5 35 Re2 
Hd2 36 Ze3 and now 36... d5 
37 &xd2 Dxb4+ 38 gcl Ad5S 
39 Ef3 &g7 would have given 
Black a won ending in Kruppa-— 


Khmelnitsky, Ukrainian Ch 
(Kherson) 1989. 
15 de Ac6 
15... &d7 is an important 


alternative. 16 0-O 2b5 (16 ... 
&c6) 17 Hel ®8d7 18 f4 Aad 
posed Black no problems in 
Ornstein—Alburt, Thessaloniki ol 


1984, so White has preferred 16 
Abd2 2c6 (90): 


(a) 17 0-0-0 8d7 (17... a5 18 
{4 g7 19 h4 4-4 Fedorowicz— 
Benjamin, San Francisco 1991) 18 
{4 a5 (Meshkov—Dzhalilov, Penza 
1985 continued 18 ... Aa4 19 
gxa4 2xa4 20 b3 &c6 21 Zhel 
ifd8 and now Meshkov gives 22 
g4! Ab6 23 c4+) 19 Bhel a4 20 
&c2 Bids 21 g3 of8 22 Af3 
2d5 23 Sbi Ac4 24 Ad4 ge7 
25 @bS Hdc8 26 b3 ab 27 ab 
a3+ 28 Axa3 Bxa3 29 Sb2 
Bao 30 Hal Bb6 31 Ad2 h6 32 
c4 2c6 33 Sc3 Db gave Black 
a position which, although rather 
passive, was quite well organised, 
in W. Watson—Alburt, New York 
Open 1987. In these lines Black 
always has long-term prospects of 
counterplay against White’s king- 
side pawns. 

(b) 17 £4 was met by 17... A6d7 
in Khalifman—Fedorowicz, Wijk 
aan Zee 1991, though it is not 
clear that White has anything 
better than transposing to the 
above lines after 17 ... A8&8d7. The 


‘ame continued 18 c2 a5 19 
0-0 $g7 20 Bhel a4 21 b4 ab 
‘2 ab a6 23 b4 DAb6 24 Sb2 
tad8 25 g3 2b5 26 2b3 ga4 
‘1 @xa4 Dxa4+ 28 Sb3 b5 29 
Af3 cS 30 Bxd8 Exd8 31 Ad6 
ind Black had serious problems. 
aS 
17 ®bd2 Axb3 
17... Rd7 18 h4 hS 19 @f64+ 
bg7 20 Axd7 Dxd7 21 2c2 Abb 
2 £e4 cS 23 Db3 Axb3 24 ab 
\d5 25 g3+ Mariasin—Meshkov, 
ISSR 1988. 
18 ab 
19 «60-0 
In Sisniega—Alburt, Taxco/ 
Montetaxco IZ 1985, White kept 
is king in touch with the open 
ile with 19 g3 @g7 (19 ... b6!? 20 
bf2 2b7 21 b4 Yg7= Oll- 
gagirov, Valka 1987.) 20 2e2 b6 
1 h4h5 22 f3 aS 23 Bhd! 2£b7 
4 DfgS Bfd8 25 Bd4 Ae7 26 
jadi Bxd4 27 Exd4 2c6 28 
bf2 Ec8, but Black’s position 
vas comfortable. 
|| arr nd8 
Alburt proposed alternatively 
9...b6, with the possible continu- 
tion 20 Af6+ g7!? (20... Axf6 
1 ef 2b7 22 gc4 2d5 gives a 
enable ending following the 
xchange on c4.) 21 @xd5 ed 22 
4 whereupon a somewhat unbal- 
nced ending results. 
20 «4 BDe3 
The position after 20... Ab4 21 
ifdi 2d7 22 Af3 2c6 23 Df6+ 
927 arose in Qi Jingxuan— 
burt, Taxco/Montetaxco IZ 


Ads 
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1985 (via the move order 19 ... 
&g7 20 c4 Db4 21 D3 Bd8 22 
Rfdit 2d7 23 Af6 2c6). After 24 
@f2 a6 25 Ad4 hS 26 Hd2 Bxd4 
27 Bxd4 Dc2 28 Hadi Axd4 29 
Bxd4 a5 Black had comfortably 
equalised, whilst 24 BHxd8 Bxd8 
25 Exa7 4d3 is dangerous only 
for White. 


21 6 6Bfcl! eg7 
22 «f2 Aga+ 
23. de2 h5 


Alburt rejected the pawn grab 
23 ... Axh2 due to the dangerous 
opening of the h-file after 24 Af6 
hS 25-21. 


24 «=h3 Ah6 

25 Af6 2d7 

26 «Hdl 26 

27 = AF3 Exdl 

28 =xdl Dgs 

29, Axes &xg8 

30S g3 2xf34+ 

A safe alternative is 30... £831 

Ad4 L2e8. 

31 =éxf3 a5 

32 ge4 fs 

33s Kal Za6é?! 


Now Alburt begins to go astray. 
A fully adequate answer to White’s 
threat of b4 was 33... c5 34 Hdl 
ge7 35 Hd6 Baé6, since the pawn 
ending is a draw. The text is a 
little too clever (34 b4? ab 35 Bxa6 
ba 36 &d4 a5 37 &c5 c6!—-+), 
as Timman’s reply shows it to be 
a loss of time: 

34 $d4 Zb6 35 gc3 Hab 36 
c5! b5 37 cb cb? (Black could still 
hope for a successful defence with 
37 ... Bxb6. As played, Black’s 
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rook has no reasonable prospects 
of activity.) 38 Sc4 Ba8 39 Sb5 
2d8 40 Ha3h441 gh &b8?! (Black 
can only hope to cause White 
technical difficulties; to this end 
... &g7—-h6-h5 was more suit- 
able.) 42 Had Se7 43 Bc4 Sd7 
44 Hc3 f6 45 ef Hf8 46 Sxb6 
Exf6 47 &xa5. Black can now 


do little but watch the b-pawn 
advance. The game concluded: 47 
... Bf5+ 48 ga4 Bxf4+ 49 b4 
Bf2 50 b3 Ha2+ 51 Sb5 Ba8 52 
Bc4 Ha3 53 Sb6 Bxb3 54 b5 eS 
55 a6 BHa3+ 56 Sb7 Zb3 57 
b6 Bg3 58 a7 g5 59 hg Bxg5 
60 b7 Hg8 61 Bc5 Be8 62 b&w 
Hxb8 63 &xb8 1-0. 


[(O 64... S24: Introduction 
and Old Main Line 


The pin with 4... 224 is Black’s 
nost natural reply to 4 Af3. White 
enerally breaks the pin immedi- 
itely with the equally natural 5 
we2. The alternatives can lead 
O interesting play, but are not 
specially harmful. 

After 5 ge2, Black generally 
hooses between 5... c6 and 5... 
6. The former is the subject of the 
ext chapter. 

5... e6 intends simple develop- 
nent. The popularity of the move 
jas been waning due to atrocious 
esults in practice. The main prob- 
em is the line 6 0O-O Se7 7 c4 
\b6 8 Ac3 0-0 9 ge3 dS 10 c5 
gxf3 11 gf! (or the same line 
vith h3 &hS inserted, though this 
omewhat reduces White’s attack- 
ng possibilities) when in addition 
o plans of swamping Black on 
he queenside, White has ideas of 
acrificing on d5, liberating a large 
’awn mass, and possibilities of a 
‘iclous kingside attack using the 
ypen g-file and/or the f5 pawn 
reak. Maybe Black’s position 
ught to be playable, but only 


Bagirov seems at all capable of 
surviving in these lines. Anyone 
wishing to follow in his footsteps 
should be armed with a lot of new 
ideas. 

There are a number of attempts 
to vary at move 9 (or 10, with h3 
&hS), but White keeps at least a 
small advantage against these. 


Vitolins—Bagirov 
Jurmala 1985 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AL3 
4 on => sage 97) 


5 4 
5 2c4 e6 6 h3 (6 0-0 Re7 7 
h3 £h5 8 wd3?! 226 9 Wb3 Abb 
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10 Hel Axc4 11 Wxc4 d5F)6... 
2h5 7 We2 Ab6 8 2b3 Ac6 9 
g4 226 10 Ac3 de 11 de Ad4 12 
“xd4 wxd4 13 2e3 wd7 14 adil 
we6 15 £3 &b4+ Akopian— 
Alburt, Kiev 1970. 

5 “ss Db6 

6 d5!? 

6 e2 is an old recommen- 
dation of Alekhine’s. Black can 
respond with 6... c6, transposing 
to the Flohr-Agzamov variation, 
6... e6 with an Old Main Line, 
or 6... Ac6 with the line 5 ge2 
4c6 6 c4 Abb having side-stepped 
6 0-0, White’s strongest option. 
Instead, Black can try to punish 
this move order with 6 ... de. 
White then has two options: 

(a) 7 Axe5 Bxe2 8 Wxe2 Wxd4 
9 0-0 (9 4a3!? A8d7 10 |F3) 9 
... D8&d7 10 Axd7 Wxd7! (10 ... 
@xd7? 11 @c3 c6 12 ge3 We 
13 Hadl e6 14 wf3!+ Alekhine— 
Reshevsky, Kemeri 1937) 11 a4! 
(11 Ac3 e6 12 2e3 Se7 13 Bad 
we6 14 Wed 0-0 15 b3 f5F 
Thomas—Flohr, London 1932) 11 
... Wce6 12 Da3 e6 13 aS Ad7 14 
“b5 and Alekhine liked White’s 
compensation. 

(b) 7c5e4(7... A6d7 8 Wb3!+) 
8 cb (8 AgS Rxe2 9 Wxe2 Ad5 
and now 10 Wb5+?! ®c6 11 
Wxb7? Adbé4 fails, so White must 
settle for 100-0 Ac6 11 Bdl e6=) 
BS .1 Of DO Bets 2x3 10 WxE3 
“c6 (10... ab 11 Wxb7 4d7 12 
&f4 e5! 13 gxeS DxeS 14 de 
&b4+ 15 Ac3 2xc3+ 16 be 0-0 
17 0O-O We7 18 Bfel Wce5 19 Be3 


£a3 20 wf3 was Alekhine—Euwe, 
Amsterdam World Ch 1935. 20... 
wce4 would have equalised.) 11 0—0 
(11 d5 Ab4 12 Wb3 Zxd5 13 be 
wxc7!; 11 be?! Wxc7 12 2e3 2d8 
13 Wdi? eS 14 d5 Wa54+ 15 Ac3 
2b4 16 0-0 &xc3 17 be Wxd5 
18 we4 f6!} Parfenév—Bagirov, 
Baku 1966) and now Black’s best 
is 11 ... g6l2, since 11... 6012 
4c3 ab 13 d5! ed 14 @xd5 aS 
15 Sel+ 2e7 16 D@xe7 BDxe7 17 
&g5! Bxg5 18 Badi Wc8 19 We3 
1-0 Ciocaltea—Sutiman, Roman- 
ian Ch (Bucharest) 1952 was a 
rout, and 11... Axd4 12 Wxb7 ab 
13 @c3! gives an overwhelming 
attack in view of the threats of 
Edi and AbS. 

6 ed gives White no more 
options than does playing 5 £e2 
followed by 6 c4 bé6 7 ed, except 
in the positioning of the king’s 
bishop, which is unlikely to find a 
better square than e2. Black must 
only be careful to avoid a line of 
the Exchange Variation with the 
bishop prematurely committed to 
gd 

(a) 6... cd 7 Dc3 96 8 h3 2xf3 
9 Wxf3 Dc6 10 2e3 &g7 11 Rd 
(11 Wd1?! 0-O 12 ge2 d5 13 
c5 Ac4+ Torfasen—Solmundsen, 
Reykjavik 1970) 11 ...0-0 12 ge2 
and now 12... e6 preparing ... d5 
should be given preference over 12 
... 5? 13 de AxeS 14 wf4 when 
White threatened c5 in Filipowicz— 
Liliedahl, Poland 1973. After 7 
&e2, Black must choose between 
7 ... e6, transposing to the 
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exchange variation of the Old 
Main Line, and 7... g6 8 0-0 
&2g7 9 2e3 0-0 10 Abd?2 with a 
line of the Exchange Variation 
where Black would prefer the 
bishop not committed to g4: 10 
... Ac6 11 d5 secures a solid space 
advantage. 

(b) 6 ... ed is considered under 
the move order 4 c4 Db6 5 ed ed 
6 Df3 2g4, though note that 7 
&e2 c6 transposes to Yudasin— 
Timoshenko in the Flohr—Agza- 
mov Variation, and 7 2e2 Ac6 
to 5 Re2 Dc6 6 c4 Dbo 7 ed ed. 

ine e6 

6... de 7 h3 2xf3 8 Wxf3 is 
untried, since White’s compen- 
sation is very reasonable. A major 
alternative is 6... A8d7 7 e6!? (7 
ed is harmless) 7... fe when White 
has two approaches, both leading 
to unclear play: 

(a) 8 2e2 ed 9 cd AL6 10 Ac3 
c6 11 0-0 DAbxdS5 12 DgS kxe2 
13 Wxe2 Wd7 14 f4 g6 15 f5 
Vitolins—Palatnik, Jurmala 1981. 

(b) 8 h3 &xf3 9 Wxf3 Des 9 
2, GAM1Ored"e6!? 11 Ac3 HeS 12 
we4 wd7 13 {4 cd 14 Axd5 Axd5 
15 fe e6 16 &e2 de 17 0-0 0-0-0 
18 2g5 2e7 19 BZacl+ b8o0 
Campora-—Palatnik, San Nikolas 
1988) 10 Wb3 ed 11 cd g6 12 Ac3 
&g7 and now 13 f4!? Bed7 (13 
... ALT 14 2b5+) 14 2e3 0-0 
15 0-0-0 a5 16 a3 a4 17 We2 
Hartmann—Grun, Bamberg 1984 
is more promising than 13 &e3 
c5! 14 de (14 0-0-0 c4 15 We2 
%c8) 14... be 15 f4 Df7 16 f5 gf 


17 2d3 Eb8! 18 Web wd7 19 
RXfS Wxe6 20 &xe6 Ad8 21 
&b3 d5 22 0-0 Vitolins—Bagirov, 
Riga 1981, when 22 ... Bb7! 23 
Had! &f8 was the simplest way 
to consolidate. 

7 ed 2xd6 

7... Wxd6 has been played in 
three games between Vitolins and 
Kengis. Though less natural than 
capturing with the bishop, it has 
the merit of keeping g7 defended, 
and seems viable. After 8 c3 ed 
9 cd c6, Vitolins has tried two 
moves: 

(a) 10 h3 gh5!? (10 ... &xf3 
11 Wxf3 WeS+ 12 We3 2d6 13 
f4! Wxe3+ 14 &xe3 O-O?! 15 
0—O—O+ led to trouble in an earlier 
game Vitolins—Kengis, Riga 1984, 
though Kengis suggests the 
improvements 11 ... cd!? and 14 
... AxdS 15 AxdS cd 16 0-0-0 
Ac6 17 Bxd5 0-0-0 18 &b5 
Bhe8 19 2d2 Re4!+.) 11 g4 226 
12 2g2 Axd5 13 Axd5 cd 14 0-0 
Re7 (14... Ac6) 15 wd4!? Acé6!? 
(Kengis analysed 15 ... 0-O 16 
2f4 wa6! 17 WxdS Ac6 18 Bed 
Bad8! 19 Axc6! be 20 Wxc6 Wxc6 
21 2xc6 2f6 22 Hadl &xb2! 
23 2d6 2c2 24 Bd2 ge5 with 
equality.) 16 Wxg7 0-0-0 17 Wh6 
Bhe8! 18 2f4 wb4 19 a3 (19 2g3 
&2f8 20 Wel 2g7 21 a3 We4!+) 
19 ... Wxb2 20 Hacl &xa3! 21 
2e3 He4 and now 22 &xa7 Hc4 
would have given very messy play. 
Instead, in Vitolins—Kengis, Riga 
1984, Black took over after 22 
2g5? whé!. 
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(b) 10 ge2! Axd5 11 DAd4 2e6 
(11... &d7 12 OBdbSivand Lhe:. 
2xe2 12 Wxe2+ We7 13 Axd5 
Wxe2+ 14 @xe2 cd 15 AbS are 
both good for White.) 12 0-0 2e7 
13 Axe6 fe 14 2h5+ g6 15 284 
4)xc3! (15... 0-0 16 He4+) 16 be 
Wxdl 17 Bxd1 Da6 18 2xe6 Ac5 
19 2c4 b5 20 Hel gd7! 21 2a3 
&f8! led to a survivable ending 


for Black in Vitolins—Kengis, 
Jurmala 1985. 

8 wd4 &xf3 

9 Wxg7 rfs 

10 gf D8d7 

11 2g5 Re7 

12 gl! 


Though these moves are not 
all forced, sensible alternatives are 
not apparent. For example, 12 h4 
ed 13 Ac3 2f6! 

| P-alaire ed 
13. Ac3 Rxg5 

This exchange cannot be de- 
layed, as after 13 ... dc 14 0-0-0! 
&xg5+ 15 Bxg5, Black has no 
check on e7; after the text 14 Bxg5 
would be met by 14... We7+. 


14. Wxg5 Wxg5 
15 Exg5 dc 


16 0-0-0 (92) 


92 


A highly unbalanced ending has 
arisen. The attempt to compro- 
mise Black’s queenside with 16 a4 
also weakens b3: 16... a5 17 
0-0-0 f6 18 2g7(18 Bh5S Bf7) 18 
... 0-0-0 19 Exh7 AcS5!F. 

GP ces 0-0-0 
17 a4 

17 2h3 c6 (The weakness of d6 
is not serious.) 18 He4 Sc7 19 
Beg7 4d5 20 Hg5 Bg8!F 21 Bxgs 
Bxg8 22 Axf7 BF8 23 Dgs Ac5S 
24 Hd4 h6 25 He4 Hd3+4+ 26 dbl 
Bxf3 27 2g2 Bf4d—+ 28 Bxc4 
@xf2 29 b3 De3 30 Axf2 Axc4 31 
@d3 Hd4 32 AcS Bdl+ 33 }c2 
#e3+ 0-1 Down—Burgess, Keyn- 
sham 1989. 

TP 55 {6 

17... Af6 18 Bxd8+ }xd8 19 
aS Abd7 20 &xc4 e7 is roughly 
balanced. 

18 2h5 

18 £g7 Dc5! again seizes on the 

weakness of White’s queenside. 


1 wee “eS 
19 &xd8+ E&xd8 
20 Baxh7 “\d3+ 
21 obi 


Bagirov assesses 21 #xd3 
Bxd3 22 Bh3 4d5 as equal. 


2; rs Res 
22) =gh34+ &b8 
23 a5 Ac8 
24 Bed a6 

25 2d7! nfs 
26 «=&e6 b5 

27 «ab Axb6 
28 «hd Be8 
29 tf] Be5 


The h-pawn is a potent force, 
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but Black finds counterplay 
against b2. 

300) «-hS5 f5 

Sl = e3 Zel+ 

32 «he? Zhi 


This is adequate to hold, but 32 
... Bfl was more ambitious and 
consistent. The game concluded: 
33 Bh8+ a7 34 hS Del+ 35 
@d2 Axf3+ 36 ge3 BeS 37 
&e8 Bh4 38 Bf8 Dc8! 39 Bxf5 
e4+ 40 $f3 Dd6 41 BF8 Dxe8 
4-4. 

Bagirov analysed 42 g3 Bxh5 
43 dxg4 BeS 44 f4 Hel 45 f5 
@d6= and 42 Zxe8 Af! (42... 
@h2+? 43 &g3 BxhS 44 
Rel!+—) 43 Bf8 @xhS5= as the 
basis for the peaceful conclusion. 


De Amarel-R. Fernandes 
Correspondence 1985 


1 e4 Sf6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 D3 


aga 
5 h3 &xf3 
6 wrxf3 de 
7 de e6 


This line was originally investi- 
gated by Panov and Boleslavsky. 
Crucial in determining how well 
White’s idea will work are how 
effectively Black’s queen’s knight 
can be placed, and whether the 
white queen can exert useful press- 
ure or simply be kicked around. 
Black has worked out good plans 
over the years, so consequently 
most of the games in this variation 
are rather old. 

8 a3 
8 2d3 Dc6 9 Wg3 Adb4 10 


xe4 wd4 11 Bc3 0-0-0 (11 ... 
WxeS? 12 gf4 wceS 13 0-0-0 
Ad4 14 Bd2 0-0-0 15 Bhdi+ 
Schmittdiel-Kindl, | Wiesbaden 
Open 1986) 12 0-0 (Dunworth 
pointed out that 12 @f4? Wxe4+! 
13 Axe4 Axc2+ gives Black excel- 
lent compensation.) 12 ... WxeS 
13 2f4 WaS 14a3 AdS5= Krauss— 
Kindl, Landau 1988. 

8 2d2 Ad7 (8... Ac6?! 9 2b5) 
9 Wg3 De7! (9... Ac5S!? 10 Ac3 
Axc3 11 &xc3 HAe4 12 We3 Axc3 
13 Wxc3 wd5! 14 ge2 We5= 
Mikenas) 10 4c3 @fS 11 wf4 g6 
12 0-0-0 2274 Seifert—Bagirov, 
Wroclaw 1976. 

8 we4 4d7 9 2c4 (9 Re2 c6 
10 0-O We7 11 f4 0-0-0!) and 
now Black has tried three moves: 

(a) 9 ... c6 has been played a 
number of times. The best attempt 
at justification was Mark Tseitlin— 
Klochko, Leningrad 1970: 10 0—0 
We7 11 Bel 2cS 12 Ad2 Wbé6 13 
fl 0-0-0 14 }f3 h6 15 a3 fSc0 
16 ef DSxf6 17 Wg6?! (17 We2 e5 
18 b4!?) 17... e5 18 2e6 Bhes 
19 @xd7+ Hxd7 20 wf5 e4! 21 
®eS5 2xf2+ 22 Bxf2 Bxe5—+. 

(b) 9... DSb6 10 Re2 (10 0-0 
AcS 11 We2 Axc4 12 Wxc4 wd5 
13 We2 We4= Pavienko-—Bagirov, 
Sumgait 1972) 10... @c5 11 wt4 
@d5 12 we4 (12 Wg3) 12... c6 13 
2d2 We7 14 f4 0-0-0 15 2f3 
25!9+ Paoli—Bagirov, Baja 1971. 

(c) 9... AcS 10 We2 Ab6 11 
&b3 (11 4c3; 11 0-0 Axc4 12 
wxc4 wd5=) 11...a5 12 a3 Dxb3 
13 cb #e7 14 0-0 0-0 15 %c3 
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Ad5 16 De4 c6 17 2d2 wh6 18 
we4 &h8+ Kupreichik—Bagirov, 
Vitebsk 1970. 

8 2c4 Dc6 9 Wed DAde7 (9 ... 
Ad6?! 10 2b5 11 Ac3+ Suetin— 
Mikenas, Tallinn 1965) and now 
White has tried two moves, neither 
of which poses Black any great 
problems. 

(a) 10 c3 Dg6 11 2f4 (11 2b5 
Wd5 12 Wxd5 ed 13 f4 f6=) 11... 
Axf4 12 wWxf4 g5!? 13 wf6 (13 We3? 
&g7 14 &2b5 wd5+ Gipslis— 
Mikenas, Riga 1963.) 13... Bg8 
14 Ad2 2g7 15 wf3 AxeS 16 
Wxb7 Eb8 and now 17 Wxa7 
Zxb2 18 0-0-0 Ad3+ 19 @xd3 
Wxd3 20 Wa4+ d8 21 Wa8+ 
&d7 22 Wa4+ is a draw. Instead, 
Oim-Mikenas, Palanga 1965 con- 
tinued 17 We4? Exb2 18 0-0-0 
Eb8 19 AF3 wf6!s. 

(b) 10 e3 AfS (Playable, 
though less ambitious, is 10... a6 
11 f4 Ha5 12 2d3 Dd5 13 gf2 
Ab4 14 0-0 Axd3 15 Rdl We7 
16 Bxd3 Wb4 17 Ac3 Dc6 18 
a3 Wxe4 19 A®xe4t+ Zhuravlev— 
Simonov, USSR Spartakiad 1978.) 
11 0-0 (11 4c3 2b4F) 11... 
Wh4! 12 Wxh4 (12 f4? Ag3 13 ef2 
&c5!; 12 2f47! 0-0-0 13 c3 g54) 
12 ... Axh4 13 2b5 BFS 14 
&xc6+ be 15 Ad2 (15 2f4? 
Ad4—+; 15 Bel 0-0-0 16 Ac3 
&b4) 15 ... Axe3 16 fe Bd8 17 
“Ac4 g6 18 &f2 Bd5 19 Sf3 297 
20 ge4 Le7 gave Black a very 
good ending in Zhuravlev—Alburt, 
Odessa 1974. 

Although 8 ... Ac6 is logical 


with the bishop already posted on 
c4, 8... Dd7 is also reasonable: 
(a) 9 We2!? c6 (9... ASb6 leaves 
Black a tempo down on the 
equivalent line following 8 We4.) 
10 0O-O Wce7 11 Hel occurred in 
Nun—Landenbergue, Prague 1990 


(by transposition from 4 &c4 c6 | 


5 Af3 224 6 0-0 de 7 de e6 8 
Hel Ad79 h3 2xf3 10 Wxf3 We7 
11 We2). 11... &c5 12 Bd2 0-0-0 
13 Df3 h6 14 a3 g5 15 2d3 Bdgs8 
16 c4 @5b6 17 b4 2e7 gave Black 
good play. 

(b) 9 Wg3 He7 10 0-0 c6 (10... 
OS 11 wf4 &c5 12 Aad2 wh4 
13 @f3 wrxf4 14 exf4 Ad4+ 
Zhuravlev—Alburt, | Daugavpils 
1974.) 11 Ad2 We7 12 Af3 AfS 13 
wf4 h6 14 Bel &c5 15 2d3 g5 
16 Wo4 Wb6! 17 Qxf5 &xf2+ 18 


eh2 0-0-0!  Schandorff- 
Hansen, Groningen 1983. 
Sts Ad7 


8 ...c6 9 Wg3 DAd7 and 9 Ad2 
Ad7 10 Wg3 are considered in the 
note to Black’s ninth, but 8 ... 
“Ac6? 9 2b5 Wd7 10 c4 Ade7 11 
0-0 Bd8 12 c3 left Black in 
difficulties in Boleslavsky— 
Khavin, Moscow 1944. 

9 We3 

9 c4?! Ae7! 10 Wxb7?! c6! 11 b4 
a5 12 &b2 Bc5!F Khachaturov— 
Mikenas, Moscow 1943. 

Dera h5! (93) 

This surprising thrust is one of 
Black’s most important resources 
in this variation. The further 
advance of this pawn will gain 
time on the white queen and gain 
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for the rook; should White play 
h4, then f5 will be an excellent 
st for a knight (10 ... Ae7 11 
d3 4c5). Also viable is 9... c6 
4\d2 De7 whereupon White has 
ed: 
(a) 11 Ded HAg6!? (11... AFS 12 
c3 Wc7 13 2f4 ge7 14 0-0-0 
0 15 g4 DAh4 16 2g3 Db6? 17 
f6+! Panov—Mikenas, Moscow 
42) 12 f4 (12 Ad6+ &xd6 13 
Wh4) 12... AcS 13 AxcS BxcS 
. 2d2 wh4+ Banas—Bagirov, 
ary Smokovec 1981. 
(b) 11 Ac4d ALS 12 Wce3 Abé6 13 
xb6 ab 14 2d3 WdS 15 Bgl 
c5 16 @xf5 ef 17 2e3 Bd8 18 
e2 2xe3 19 fe 0-0 20 Had! 
e4= Sandkamp-Graf, Bundes- 
a 1987/8. 
(c) 11 Af3 Dg6 (Threatens 12 
 &xe5) 12 2d2 AcS 13 Wed 
3 @e3? Aed4 14 Wh2 WaS+ 
.c3 0O-0-0F Steiner—Koblents, 
37) 13... hS 14 We4=. 

10 ge2 
10 @d2 h4 11 Wb3 HhS5! 12 
£3 @xe5 was good for Black in 
anov—Mikenas, Moscow 1943. 

TO oes c6! 


10 ... h4 is less satisfactory. 
Nemet—Segal, USSR 1967, con- 
tinued 11 Wb3 Bb8 (11... Axe5!7) 
12 0-0 Axe5S 13 c4 Ab6 14 ¥e3 
Ac6 (14... wf6) 15 Hdl wf6 16 
@c3 Re7 17 Bd2 0-0 18 cS 
and White was better. The text 
prepares a more comfortable way 
of defending b7. 

11 =&d2 h4 
12 whb3 We7 

Thus Black is able to cover b7 

and pressure eS. 


13. Ac4 Zb8 
14 f4 b5! 

15 4d6+ 2xd6 
16 ed wxd6 
17 0-0 “Hel! 


Having forced the win of a 
pawn, Black must play a little 
carefully. For example, 17... 07f6 
18 f5! gives White counterplay. 


18 22e3 a6 

19 a4 A{6 
20 ab ab 

21 =fdl “Afd5 
22 «6 f2 0-0! 


Having consolidated the extra 
pawn, Black must avoid being 
greedy: 22... Wxf4 23 Bd4!oo. 


23 «=axh4 “fs! 
24 4 6$f2 wxf4 
25 ao 


25 c4 be 26 Wxc4 Wxc4 27 
&xc4 Afe3 is clearly miserable 
for White. 

OR 2. mu fd8! 
26 4 =xc6 

26 Xd3 e5 27 Bf3 weg5 28 2d3 
(28 Ba7 e4—+; 28 Bxc6 Afa 29 
ofl Bdli—+) 28... Af4 29 efi 
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e4 30 Bc3 Edl—+. 

26 3s ®de3 

27) «~Bxd8+ 

27 Hd3 Bxd3! 28 Wxd3 Ha8 29 

&xe3 Dxe3 30 2f3 Wg3!—+; 27 
Bel Bd2 28 Bc3 (28 2f3 Bxf2!; 
28 c3 Axg2!; 28 g2xe3 Dxe3 29 
2f3 Dxg2!; 28 Bc5 Bbd8! 29 c3 


EB xe2 30 Bxe2 Hdl+)28... Axg2! 
(analysis by Fernandes). 

Be xs Zxd8 

28 =wxb5 


28 2f3 Bd2 29 2xe3 Axe3; 
28 &xe3 Dxe3 29 wxb5 (29 2f3 


Wg3!) 29... Wg3 30 2fl Axg2! 
28": ‘d4 
29 ~wd3 wed! 
30 &xe3 


30 Wxe4 Axe24+ 31 Sh2 Afl+ 
32 ghi Afg3+. 


ORs “xe2+ 

31 Wrxe2 Wwxc6 

32 ~b4 we4 
0-1 


Vogt—Bagirov 
Tallinn 1981 


1 e4 Af6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AT3 
224 
§ . se2 e6 

5... Ac6 is a move which 
appears very logical. 6 h3 &xf3 7 
&xf3 de 8 de e6 9 0-0 Adb4 
equalises comfortably, whilst 6 e6 
fe 7 Ag5 Bxe2 8 Wxe2 Axd4 9 
Wdl (9 We4 c5 10 Axh7 Df6) 9... 
h6 10 Axe6 Axe6 11 Wxd5 We8 
12 Wh5+ &d8 13 0-0 Ad4 (13 
.. 5) 14 Wdl 4c6 15 f4 wfS 16 
Ac3 e6 17 ge3 Se7 18 wf3 2f6 
19 Ae4 Le7 was no more than 


&g4: Introduction and Old Main Line 


unclear for White in Mukhin— 
Grigorian, Kiev 1970. 

6 c4 Ab6 7 ed ed (7 ... cd?! 8 
d5! &xf3 9 gxf3 DeS5 10 Le2 
g6 11 2e3 2g7 12 2d4 0-0 13 
c3+ Sokolov—-Vaganian, Minsk 
Candidates 1986) may give White 
nothing better than transposing to 
the Exchange Variation, since 8 
d5 2xf3 9 gxf3 DeS 10 Le? is 
not especially threatening, e.g. 10 
.. Re7 11 f4 Deb 12 0-0 0-0 13 
Ac3 216 14 De4 Be8 15 wWd3 
#Ad7 16 Bb1l AcS= Gavrikov— 
Kaunas, Vilnius 1983, or 10 . 
g6 11 ge3 (11 f4) 11... &g7 12 
0-0 0-0 13 Ad2 Be8 14 We2 
wWh4oo Maxion—Clara, Bundesliga 
1989/90. 

However, the simple 6 0-0! 
leaves Black rather stuck for a 
purposeful reply: 

(a) 6... g6 7 e6 fe 8 Ag5+ Zita— 
Vidmar, 1946. ... &g4 and... g6 
don’t generally mix well. 

(b) 6... &xf3 7 &xf3 de 8 de 
e6 9 c4 Dde7 10 Wa4 wWd4 11 
Rg5S!+ Kirilov—Zukhovitsky, 
USSR 1946. 

(c)6...de7 AxeS Sxe2 8 wxe2 
@xe5 (8 ... Wd6 9 WbS+; 8... 
“xd4? 9 we4! cS 10 £e3 a6 11 
Ac3 e6 12 Rxd4 Db6 13 Wh3 cd 
14 Dad! Dxa4 15 Wxb7! wd5 16 
Wxf7+ @d8 17 Hfel Dc5 18 
Hadi &c8 19 c3 d3 20 b3 d2 21 
He2 Ad7 22 Af3! 1-0 Thorsteins— 
C. Hansen, Reykjavik 1985) 9 de 
Wd7 10 Hdl 2d8 11 thi! e6 (11 
... Wce8 12 c4 }b6 13 Bxd84+ 


Wxd8 14 e6) 12 c4 Af4 13 Bxd7 
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xxe2 14 Bxd8+ Hxd8 15 ge3 
ft Black’s knight in great trouble 
1 Ulybin—Nosenko, Jurmala 
85. 

(d) 6... e6 transposes to 5... e6 
0-0 Ac6 — see below. 

(e) 6... Db6 7 h3 (7 a4; 7 ed) 7 
. &xf3 8 Sxf3 de (8 ... e6 9 ed 
ives Black an unpleasant choice 
etween 9... Wxd6 10c3 intending 
\d2-e4, and 9 ... &xd6 10 
.xc6+ be 11 Ac3 0-0 12 He4+ 
istengarten—Mikenas, Riga 
962.) 9 de Wxdi 10 Bxdi e6 11 
Sill Vxco+yn1 ... Wwe7 (11... 
\xe57! 12 2xb7 Bb8 13 2a6 
\d5 14 2b2 2d6 15 fl [6 16 
4 Db4 17 Bc3 Re7 18 Bd2+ 
Jovopashin—Mikenas, Erevan 
962) 12 &b2 leads to a very 
leasant endgame for White. 

D> ... Sxl! 6 Sxf3 c6 7 4 
\c7 8 Whb3! gave Black great 
ifficulties in Ghinda—Mozes, 
‘omania 1987.8... Wc8 (8... ed? 

Wxb7 ed 10 2f44+—; 8... b6+) 

ed ed 10 0-0 ge7 11 Bel Ad7 
11...h6 12 2f4 Deb 13 2xd6!) 
2 225 Af6 13 2xf6 gf 14 Ad2 
5 15 d5 c5 16 Wc3!+— was the 
rizzly continuation. 

6 0-0 Re7 

6... Ac6 allows White to seize 
he advantage by forceful means. 

c4 and now: 

(a) 7... Ade7 8 ed Wxdé6 (8 ... 
d 9 d5)9 Acd 2xf3 (9... 0-0-0 
O AgS! 2xe2 11 DAxe2 Axd4 12 
\c3!+; 9... Ag6 10 d5! ed 11 cd 
.xf3 12 gf! AceS 13 AbS Wd7 
4 f4 Dh4 15 fe Wh3 16 Axc7+ 


$d8 17 He6+! 1-0 Aronin-Mik- 
enas, Yaroslavl 1951) 10 &xf3 
®xd4 (10... 0-0-0 11 AbS! Wd7 
12 Wb3! a6 13 Da7+ Sb8 14 
Axc6+ Axc6 15 Re3 Me8 16 
Bfdi Ad8 17 d5! gave White an 
enormous attack in Matulovic— 
Knezevic, Bajmok 1975) 11 &xb7 
Hb8 12 2e4 (12 Wa4+ wd7 13 
Wxa7+) 12 ... f§ 13 2d3 of7 
14 Re3 Bd8?! (14 ... cS+) was 
Ciocaltea—Knezevic, | Vrnjacka 
Banja 1975. 15 cS! wd7 (15 ... 
wxceS? 16 AbS!) 16 b4 Adc6 17 
wWb3! Wxd3 18 Had! Wa6 19 b5 
(Ciocaltea) would then have been 
thoroughly unpleasant for Black. 

(b) 7... Db6 8 ed cd 9 d5 ed (9 
... &xf3 10 gf He5? 11 £4 Ded7 
12de) 10 cd 2xf3.(10.... De7? 
can be met by 11 Zel or 11 Bc3 
g6”? 12 wd4 &xf3 13 2b5+ 1-0 
Ernst—-Storland, Gausdal 1987) 11 
gf! DeS 12 2b5S+ Aed7 (12 ... 
Abd7? 13 f4 Dg6 14 fS DeS 15 
Wwe2 a6 16 &xd7+ 1-0 Wahls— 
Ostl, Bundesliga 1989/90) 13 wd4 
wf6 14 Bel+ &e7 (14... Sd8 
15 wdi! wf5 16 Ac3 DeS 17 f4 
we4+ 18 Wxge4 Axg4 19 Dad! 
&c7 20 Axb6 xb6 21 Red! 
Boleslavsky) 15 Wxf6 gf 16 Ac3 
a6 (16... &d8 17 f4 f5 18 2d3 
{6 19 &xf5 2xc3 20 be Axd5 
21 2a3+ Bagirov) 17 2e2 Aes 
18 £4 Be8+ 19 ofl DAg4 20 2d3! 
f5 21 &xf5+ Vogt—Uddenfeldt, 
Skopje ol 1972. 

6... a6 is quite a clever idea, as 
Black then intends 7 ... &xf3 8 
2xf3 de, with the point 9 c4 Ab6 
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10 2xb7 Ba7. However, 7 c4 Ab6 
8 ed cd 9 Dc3 Re7 10 Re3 
exposes the artificial nature of 
Black’s plan — see 6... &e7 7 c4 
Ab6 8 Ac3 0-0 9 Le3 a6. 
7 ¢4 
8 ed 


9 ®bd2 


9 4c3 is considered in the con- 
text of the game Short—Bagirov. 

9 a4 d5 10 cS &xf3 11 &xf3 
“6d7 12 b4 is given as unclear by 
Hort. Black can seek immediate 
counterplay with 12... 2f6 or 12 
... D6. 

9 b3 is a related idea to the text, 
but retains more flexibility with 
the queenside pieces. After 9 ... 
Ac6, 10 h3?! 2xf3 11 &xf3 2f6 
12 2e3 d5 13 cS Ad7!F threat- 
ened 14 ... AxcS in Vitkovsky— 
Mikenas, Riga 1960, whilst 10 
&b2 gives Black the choice 
between 10... d5 11 c5 Ad7 12 
a3 0-0 13 b4 a6 14 Dbd2 2f6 15 
h3 gh5 16 Hel b6!? with decent 
play in Durao—Hecht, Malaga 
1972, Hort’s 10... &f6 11 Abd2 
d5 12 c5 @d7, and transposing to 


the main line below with 10 ... 
0-—O 11 Abd2. Therefore, White 
generally plays 10 c3: 

(a) 10... 2f6!2 11 2e3 d5 12 
c5 Ad7 13 b4 &xf3 (13... Axb4 * 
14 Bb1 Dc6 15 Bxb7 a5 16 BbS 
a6 17 Zbl 0-0 18 Aad Ac4 19 
&xc4 de 20 c6 Ab8 21 DAb6+) 14 
&xf3 DAxb4 15 Bbl Ac6 16 Bxb7 
0-0! 17 Wa4 Wec8 18 2b3 was 
judged + by Mikenas, e.g. 18... 
2d8 19 Hb5?! (19 Bfb1; 19 Hcl) 
19... Abb! 20 Wa3 Ac4 21 wad 
®Db6 22 wa3 Ac4 23 wa4 4-4 
Pogats—Cherenkov, USSR 1959, 
or 18... a6 19 Axd5! ed 20 &xd5 
&®xd4 Szabo—Mikenas, Majus 
1955. 

(b) 10... 0-0 11 2e3 d5 (11... 
&2f6 12 De4 #e7 13 d5t Tal- 
Bagirov, Moscow 1979) 12 c5 and 
then can follow: 

(b1) 12... Ad7!? 13 b4 DAxb4 14 
Bbi Ac6 15 Bxb7 Bb8! 16 Bxbs 
&dxb8 17 h3 (17 Wa4 Wa5) 17... 
&xf3 Wa5! (18 ... &xc5?7? 19 de 
d4 20 Wwa4+—) 19 wd3 2f6 20 
Zbl Da6 21 BbS Dab4! 22 wd2 
Wa3= Tal—Vasiukov, USSR Ch 
(Kharkov) 1967. 

(b2) with h3 h5, this variation 
is more difficult for Black, since 
the advance of White’s g-pawn 
can cause problems. Therefore, it 
makes sense for Black to take on 
f3 immediately. After 13 ... &xf3 
14 &xf3 Ac8: 

(b21) 15 b4 2f6 (15 ... a6 16 
Zbl 2f6 17 a4 D8e7 18 bS ab 19 
ab Da5 20 Re2 DS 21 2d3 g6. 
Black plans ... b6.) 16 bS5 “aS 17 
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‘2 b6 18 Wc2 De7 19 Hadi AS 
C6 26 21 Wel 2g7 22 g4 Dxe3 
‘Wxe3 a6 24 a4 Wd6 gave Black 
verb play in Zolnierowicz— 
latnik, Baku 1988. 

b22) 15 Wd2 &f6 16 g4!? 26 
4d now White should play 17 
icl b6 18 Aa4+. Instead 17 
52? b6 18 Dad be 19 Axc5S Ad6 
Zacl Bac8 21-a4 (else 21... 
95) 21... We7! was good for 


ick in Adorjan—Timman, 
nsterdam 1971. 
Dr <te, DAcb 
0 BS 0-0 
i +b? 25 


11... Wb8!? 12 Del axe2 13 
ce2 dS 14.c5 @d7 15 Dd3 2f6 
Af3 b6 17 b4 cb 18 cb WbS 
ve Black excellent play in Pacl— 
girov, Wroclaw 1976. 

With h3 &hS inserted, 12 .. 
8 is equally viable, e.g. 13 2c3 
1443 Bc8 15 Bcl (15 b4? Dad) 
... 226 16 Hel 2f6 17 fi 
+ Bertok—Kovaéevié, Vinkovci 
76. 

Also with h3 &h5, 12... 226 
analogous to the text. 13 a3 aS 
Hel (14 &c3 2f6 15 Hel eS 
“fl e417 A3h2= Tal—Bagirov, 
ningrad 1977) 14 ... 2f6 15 
71 (15 Afl Bc8 16 Ae3 Rh5 17 
4 gxe4 18 hg g6 19 wWwd2 
= Tseshkovsky—Alburt, 
ningrad 1974) 15 ... d5 16 c5 
17 17 2c3 b6 18 b4 (18 &bS5 
1b8 19 b4 ab 20 ab be 21 bc 
i=) 18... abetorab-be 20 be 
7= (20... Ba3!? 21 Afl Was! 
‘e3 Bb8 23 Ag4 2d8F Bagi- 


rov) 21 Dfl Bfb8 22 Ae3 wb7 23 
De4 Ad8 24 2d3 Whb3 gave 
Black excellent play in Kudrin— 
Bagirov, Belgrade GMA 1988. 

Black should probably delay the 
.widSwadvancepes, LD vnd5°12 
cS Ad7 13 b4 b6 14 Wb3 We7 
(Kagan-Birnboim, Netanya 1977) 
15 Bfcist, or, with h3 @h5, 12... 
d5 13 cS Ad7 14 &c3!? b6 15 b4 
be 16 bc Wc7 17 Wa4 26 (17... 
&xf3 18 Axf3 e5 19 2b5 ed 20 
&xc6 Axc5S 21 Wxd4+ Kapengut) 
18 4b3 e5?! (18 ... a6 19 Aad 
@db&+) 19 2b5 Ab6 20 aS! 
won material in Kapengut—M. 
Ivanov, Yalta 1976. 

12 a3 a5 
13. Hel (95) 

13 b4 ab 14 ab Exal 15 &xal 
@xb4 16 Wb3 Da6! 17 2c3 Ad7 
18 Wxb7 Wc8 19 Wxc8 4-4 Frois— 
Bagirov, Cascais 1986. 

13 2c3 Wb8 14 b4? Had! is an 
idea worth noting. 


a. 26 
13... d5 may well be better. 14 
c5 .€Ad7 15 Afi (15 &b5 We7 16 


&c3 b6) 15 ... eS 16 De3 Reb 
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17 Axe5 (17 de &xc5 18 Axd5 
&dxe5 19 AxeS AxeS 20 Lxed5 
wWxd5=) 17... Adxe5S 18 de &xc5 
19 2d3 Wb6 20 Hcl g6 21 h4 
$xe3 22 Bxe3 d4= led to a draw 
in Matulovic—Vukic, Uljma 1976. 
Mini¢ also proposed 13 ... Wb8 
14 #fl d5 as possibly superior. 
14 &cl 

14 fl dS 15 c5 4d7 16 Hcl 
Wb8 17 2b5 Hc8 18 b4 ab 19 ab 
b6 20 We2 be 21 be Ha5 22 2xc6 
Bxc6 23 Bal Baxc5!F was a good 
exchange sacrifice in Benjamin— 
Alburt, US Ch (Jacksonville) 1981. 

14 Af1 is logical with the bishop 
a little exposed on f5: 14... d5 15 
c5 Ad7 16 Wd2 b6 17 b4 ab 18 ab 
We7 19 De3 Re4 20 DQ4t Re7 
21 &c3 Hfd8 22 bS Exal 23 Bxal 
&xf3 was Matulovic—Kovacevic, 
Rovinj—Zagreb 1975. 24 gf?! Da7 
25 c6 @8 26 Hab Ac8 27 Has 
2d6 28 h3 We7 gave Black 
counterplay, but Minic suggested 
that the natural 24 &xf3 Da7 25 
Wb2 should maintain an advan- 
tage. 


| os ee d5 
15 5 @d7 
160 = *fl b6 
17 2b5 Ec8 
18 wd2 Red! 
19 cb 


Ftacnik recommends 19 b4+, 
as after the text White’s extra 
pawn cannot be maintained. 


re Wxb6 
20 =&xc6 Exc6 
21 = Xxc6 Wxc6 
22 Wxa5 we2 


23 «~We3 Ec8! 
24 Wxe2 EZxc2 
25 gal ge7 
26 «a4 ab4 


1 
In view of 27... &xel 28 Axc2™ 
&xc2 29 Axel 2xb3. 


Short—Bagirov 
Baku 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2&5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AZ 
2g4 5 £e2 ce 6 0-0 Le7 

7 h3 &hS 

8 c4 Abo 

White may now exchange 

immediately on d6, whereafter 10 
“\bd2 and 10 b3 are considered in 
the context of the game Vogt— 
Bagirov. 

9 Hc3 
~ 9 2e3 0-0 10 Abd2 Ac6 11 ed 
ed 12 Hcl (96) is a relatively 
recent idea. Note that the move- 
order is important, since 9 ed cd 
10 2e3 dS strikes at c4 before it 
has been reinforced by White’s 
knight. Now: 


(a) 12 ... e5? 13 de de 14 Axe5S 
&xe2 15 Axc6 Rxdi 16 Axd8+ 
Przewoznik. 
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Oi 12 4.085 13081 5. 14.¢5 
17 15 Wa4 226 16 2bS We7 
@bi!? Af6 (17... Re4 can be 
t by 18 ge2 and Ac3-—b5.) 18 
c6 be 19 DeS Bfc8 20 Dc3 
1721 Dxd7 Wxd7 22 Wdl! Bcb8 
Dat 2d8 24 2f4 Bb7 25 wd2 
a7 26 b3 Bb4 27 We3 h6 28 
di geh7 29 g4 condemned 
ick to a difficult defence in 
driguez—Marinkovic, Amster- 
m 1987. White won by means 
a prolonged kingside attack. 
c)12...d5 13 cS Ac8 (Without 
ShS, 12 ... Bd7 13 b4 a6 
a3 f5 15 @bS g5 gave Black 
unterplay in Lein—Peters, US 
1 1980.) 14 b4 (After 14 a3 a5 15 
4 f5!2 16 2f4 gS, Przewoznik 
nsiders_ Black’s counterplay 
isonable.) 14... a6 (14... h6 15 
a5 15 af4t; 14... Axb4 15 
03 a5 16. a3 Ac6 17 Wxb7 A8a7 
2d3! Bb8 19 Wa6 2b2?! 20 
D1 wb8? 21 gf4!t+) 15 Wb3 
(6 16.a4.a5 (16...e5 17 de Axe5 
HBfel+; 16... h6!?) 17 b5 Ab4 
2f4! h6 (18 ... Be7? walks 
10 g4-g5+—.) 19 Bfel De7 20 
d6! Be8 21 AeS Rxe2 22 
xe7! BMxe7 23 Bxe2 Axe5 24 
xe5 We7 (24... £6 25 He3 e5 26 
cel) 25 Hcel Bae8 26 Wc3 f6 27 
Se3 5 28 Ab3 e4 29 b6 Wd7 30 
xa5 Ad3 (30 ... Wxa4 31 Hal 
b5 32 Axb7 Bxb7 33 BZbi+-—) 
Hal Be6 32 c6! gave White 
‘o unstoppable passed pawns in 
zewoznik—Solozhenkin, Nalec- 
ww 1988. 
ire 0-0 


10 ed cd 
11 = =&e3 

11 Sel hopes to gain a tempo 
over normal lines, by accomplish- 
ing b2—b4 in one move, while not 
allowing ... Ac4, e.g. 11... d5?! 
12 cS H6d7 13 b4 &xf3 14 2xf3 
2f6 15 Zbl DBc6 16 g2e3+ 
Lobron—Hammer, Biel 1981. 
Black’s best reply is 11 ... a6!, 
threatening ... &xf3 by freeing a7 
for the rook. After 12 b3 Dcé6: 

(a) without h3 £h5, 12 2b2 
de 13 De5?! (13 c5 &xf3 14 Axf3 
Ac8=) 13... Rxe2 14 Wxe2 Axed 
15 de dc was promising for Black 
in Planinc—-Vukic, Yugoslav Ch 
1975. 

(b) 13 2e3 dS 14 cS &xf3 15 
&xf3 Dc8 16 Bbl 2f6 17 b4 
@8e7 18 224 26 19 a4 hS 20 
b5!+ Smyslov-Schmidt, Moscow— 
Warsaw 1980. 

(c) 13 d57! gf6! (13 ... ed 14 
@®xd5 DxdS 15 wWxd5 2f6 16 
wxhS5 was Kupreichik—Palatnik, 
Lvov 1986. Black should have 
settled for 16... &xal 17 2g5 
$f6 18 2d3 26 19 Wh4 og7 
20 2h6+ &g8 21 #g5 with a 
draw.) 14 dc &xc3 15 cb Bb8 16 
c5 Qxal 17 2g5 2f6 18 &xf6 
wxf6 19 c6 Wc3! 20 Wel Wa5 21 
a3 Dd5 22 b4 Wb6 23 Hdl He7 
24 Bxd6 &xf3 25 Sxf3 Bxb7 26 
cb Wxd6 27 We3 Bb8 28 Wa7 We7 
29 a4 @d5 0-1 Djuric—Palatnik, 
Tallinn 1986. 

11 2f4 can be met by 11 ... 
&)c6 12 d5 ed 13 AxdS &xf3 14 
@xf3 Axc4 15 Wb3 Abé. 
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i} ree d5 

12 5 &xf3 
13. &xf3 Ac4 
14 gf4 


14 &cl Dc6 15 b3 H4a5, Now: 

(a) 16 2e3 b6 17 Dad (17 cb 
Wxb6 18 Da4 Wb4=) 17... 2f6 
is given as unclear by Alburt. 

(b) 16 Ebl 2f6 17 He2 a6 18 
a4!? (18 b4 4c4 19 a4 bS!=). Now 
18 ... b6? 19 b4 Ac4 20 bS was 
good for White in Mednis—Martz, 
US Ch 1972. Mednis recommends 
18... Ab4! 19 2a3 Dacb6=. 

(c) 16 2b2 &f6 17 Dad g6 
(Sergeev suggests saving two tempi 
with 17... Wc7,... Had8 and... 
e5.) 18 ge2 227 19 Wd2 Wc7 20 
Zacl Had8 21 2c3!? eS 22 de 
&xe5 23 f4! gxc3 24 Dxc3+ 
Savon—Sergeev, USSR 1990. 

14 sss ‘A\c6 

14... 2g5!? 15 2xg5 wxg5 16 
&e2 Ac6 17 b3?”? (17 axc4 dc 
18 De2 Hfd8 19 Bcl wd5 20 
We2= Bagirov) 17 ... He3! 0-1 


Short—Gil, World Junior 
(Glostrup) 1982. 

15 b3 4)4a5 

16 «Kel b6 

17 «6 eb 


17 Da4 2f6 18 ge3 b5!? 19 
“c3 b4 20 Ae2 De7 followed by 
... Hac6, grants Black equality. 

by ae Wxb6 
18 2e3 Eac8 

18 ... 2f6 19 Dad wh4 20 
HeS &xd4 21 2d2 gxc5 was 
reasonable for Black in Short-— 
Wiemer, Bundesliga 1983. Bagirov 
proposes 20 Wd3! since Black can- 


not take on d4: 20... &xd4 a 
a3! or 20... Axd4 21 2d2! Axf3+ 


22 gf. 
19 Had wb8 
20 = Ac5 axc5 
21 ~*~ Mixed 


After 21 dc &fd8 Black’s central 
pawns are a considerable force. 
zi: .3. &b7 
22 = &c3 “eT 
22 ... @d6 allows White to 
control the c-file with 23 wd2 and 
Efcl. 


23 EZxe8 Exc8 
24 «=wd3 “)d6 
25 Hel dS 
26 = Exc8+ wxc8 
27 =gd2 Ac6 
28" £3 a5 

29 «dl wb7 
30 = g4 Ad6 
31 = ad! (97) 


Black’s accurate play has suc- 
ceeded in limiting White’s queen- 
side ambitions, but full equality is 
still some way off. The following 
semi-ending is of an important 
type for the opening as a whole. 
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i enn 26 
32° 3 Wb6 
33. }g2 Ab4 
34 wd2 Ac6 
35 wf4 A\b4 
36 =—h4 &fs 
37 «hd De8 
38 = h6é ge7 
39 = hel Ad3 
40 gh4+ {6 
41 We3 Ab4 
42 f4 


2 We3!? Dd6 43 Be2 We! (43 
Ac6? 44 wes!) 44 weS! (44 
1? @f7!) 44 ... wxe5 45 de 
7! (45 ... AFT? 46 2bS5 Axhé 
g5!) 46 2f2 eS 47 2bS d4 (47 
“d8? 48 gel Deb 49 2xb4 
50 2c6!!+) 48 c6 Ad6 49 c7 
5 50 gel Axc7 51 2c6 |f7 
&xaS $d6 53 &2b7 Axh6 
&b4+ is Bagirov’s analysis. 
lite retains marginally the 
ter chances. 
Se Ac6! 
SIse 43 f5 is strong. 
43 @f2 
44 &c2 
14 £5 gf 45 g5 Ded 46 gf+ dxf6 
&h4+ Sf7 48 2h5+ &f800 


Ad6 


giTOV 
44... of7 
45 f5 ef 
46 «gf ®xf5 
47 &xf5 ef 
48 Weg3 waT7!! 


The only defence to White’s 
eats. The game concluded: 49 
7+ (49 Wd6 Ab4) 49 ... Heb 
we8+ Wf7 51 Wc8+ Wd7 52 
8+ W7 53 Wa8 We7! 54 23 


Wd7 (54... £4179 55 wg8+ of5 56 
WxdS+ 24 57 wf3+ dg5o0) 
55 We8+ Wf7 56 Wc8+ wd7 57 
We8+ Wf7 58 Wa8 wd7 59 2f4 
Sf7! 60 Wh8 gg6! 61 Weg8+ 
@hS 62 Weg3 4-4 (62... Axd4 63 
Wd3 Dc6 64 Wh3+ Yg6=). 


Kokkila—Biehler 
Groningen 1986 


1 e4 |f6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
2g45 £e2 e6 6 0-0 2e7 7 4 
Abb 8 Dc3 0-0 

9 &e3 d5 

Black can try to profit from 
White’s omission of h3 &h5 by 
playing 9... Ac6!? 10 ed cd 11 d5 
ed: 

(a) 12 2xb6 Wxb6 13 .@xd5 
Wxb2 14 Bbl Wxa2 15 Axe7+ 
Axe7 16 Hxb7= Bagirov. 

(b) 12 cd &xf3 13 &xf3 Des 
14 ge2 (14 2d4 2f6 15 Re2 
Dec4 16 De4 Axd4 17 Wxd4 
AeS 18 [4 Ded7 19 Axd6 Af6= 
Nasibullin—Baburin, Novosibirsk 
1989) 14... Abc4 (14... Bc8; 14 
... Ded7 15 Rf4!? and now 15... 
Ec8 is better than 15... He8?! 16 
a4 Bc8 17 a5! Ac4 18 Wb3! @xa5 
19 Wb4+ Ciocaltea—Schmidt, 
Malta ol 1980.) 15 2d4 Hc8 16 
b3 Ab6= 17 a4 a6 18 aS DAbd7 19 
{4 Ag6 20 b4 He8 21 Wd3 2f6 22 
224 (Sahovic-Schmidt, Sombor 
1978) 22 ... Bc7!. 

(c) 12 Axd5 |xd5 13 Wxd5 (13 
cd?! @xf3 14 2xf3 De5= 15 
Re2 £5! 16 [4 Ad7 17 Wb3 2f6 
18 2f3 Me8 19 Bfel wa5 20 ofl 
@b6 4—4 Short—Hort, Dortmund 
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1986) 13... 2f6 (98) (13... Wc8 
14 b3 We6 15 Wd2+; 13... 2e6 
14 Wd2+) and now: 


(cl) 14 Wd2 Wa5 15 Bfdl Bfd8!? 
16 wo2?! d5!+ Hort. 

(c2) 14 Bad1 &xb2 15 wb5 (15 
Ebi ge6! 16 WbS 2f6 17 Wxb7 
Bc8 18 wa6 4-4 Tukmakoy— 
Olafsson, Moscow 1971.) 15 ... 
a3 16 Wxb7 Kurajica. 

(c3) 14 Habl 2e6 (14... Wc8!? 
Hort) 15 Wb5 d5!? 16 Bbdi d4 17 
Wxb7 Wd6 18 Wa6é Wce5 19 WbS 
(19 @f4 Kad8!) 19... Wxb5 20 cb 
de 21 be ef+!? 22 Bxf2 Bab8!? 23 
Ad4 gxa2 24 Oxf6o!? gf 25 ee4 
2 xb2! was promising for Black in 
Matanovic—Ghizdavu, Bath 1973. 

(c4) 14 Bfd1 Bc8 (14... Re6 15 
wWwd2 WaS 16 Dd4+ Sax; 14... 
we8?! 15 Bd2 De5 16 Hcl b6 17 
b3 Bd8 18 Bcdi+ Georgadze— 
Grigorian, Vilnius 1971) 15 Bd2 
(15 Wd2; 15 Wxd6? Wxd6 16 Bxd6 
&xb2 17 Zbl 2a3 18 Bd3 2f5!) 
15... Wa5! 16 Wxa5 (16 Wxd6? 
&xf3 17 &xf3 Ecd8! 18 wf4 
geS!+ Browne-—Hort, San 
Antonio 1972) 16 ... AxaS 17 


cl and now Black can try for 
counterplay with 17 ... &xf3 or 
17 x0 DR 

Note that with h3 &h5 
inserted, 10... Ac6 is dubious: 11 
ed cd 12 d5 ed 13 @xd5 &xf3 
(13 ... AxdS 14 WxdS5 &g5 15 
Badi+) 14 &xb6 ab 15 &xf3 
216 16 Axf6+ wxf6 17 Wd2 Bfes 
(17... Ba5?! 18 @d5 fas 19 
Bfel+ Nunn-—M. Kuijf, Lugano 
1987) 18 Bfel BeS 19 Be4 Bae8 
20 Bael is considered by Nunn to 
give White only a small advantage, 
but it is a very clear one. 

9 ... a5 is more playable than 
with h3 @h5, but still holds little 
prospect of equality. 

(a) 10 ed cd offers White some 
advantage after 11 DbS Bas 12 
Eci a4 13 h3 ShS 14 wd2 
Chandler—Wiemer, Bundesliga 
1983/4, or 11 dS &xf3 12 &xf3 
@xc4 13 de fe. 

(b) 10 b3 

(b1) 10... Aa6 appears to have 
been rendered unplayable by 
Dorfman’s energetic treatment: 11 
3 2f5 (11... @hS 12 g4) 12 gd! 
226 13 h4! de?! (13... &xh4? 14 
g5 traps the bishop; 13... hS 14 
g5 &f5 15 ed cd 16 d5 e5 17 &d2 
g6 18 Ade4 with f4 to follow, 
opening lines towards Black’s 
king; 13 ... h6!? 14 gS hg 15 hg 
&h5 might be Black’s best, but 
still leaves White with a powerful 
kingside initiative.) 14 hS 2b4 15 
hg &xc3 16 gf+ Bxf7 (16... Hh8 
17 ®xeS g2xal 18 }g2!+—) 17 
@xeS 2xal 18 Axf7 &xf7 19 
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al left Black with weak pawns 
i hopelessly uncoordinated 
es in Dorfman—Bagirov, 
scow GMA 1989. 

b2) 10...d5 11 c5 H6d7 (11... 
f3 12 &xf3 D6d7 13 ge2 bb 
cb Axb6 15 Bcl c6 16 £4 £5 17 
2xf6 and White’s plan of We?2, 
3, De2 and a kingside pawn 
rm proved effective in Wahls— 
emer, Bundesliga 1986/7.) 12 
1 (12 a3 {6 13 ef &xf6 14 wd2 
f3 15S gxf3 c6+ P. Little- 
od—Alburt, Hastings 1980/1; 12 
1 c6?! 13 Ad2 Sxe2 14 Wxe2 
15 cb Wxb6 16 Wg4 Dh8 17 
3 Dab 18 2g5 Wd8 19 De2 c5 
fd! Bc8 21 Af4 h6 22 axe7 
e7 23 AhS Hg8 24 Hc3 Gh7 
h4 g6? 26 Af6+ Axf6 27 ef 
{6 28 AgS+! hg 29 hg wh8 30 
3+ $g7 31 dc 1-0 Mainka— 
af, Bundesliga 1990/1) 12 ... 
e2 13 Wxe2 b6 14 cb c5? (14 
“@xb6 15 f4 g6 16 Ad3+) 15 
4! cd 16 &xd4+ Illescas—Fer- 
\dez Garcia, Las Palmas 1987. 
'... a6 gives Black little hope 
equal play, whether White 
rts to forceful measures or not, 
10 ed cd 11 d5 &xf3 12 @xf3 
c4 13 de fe 14 224 wd7 15 
2 AeS 16 Bh3 Abc6 17 f4 Af7 
&b6 Afd8 19 |d5+ Ulybin— 
igis, Pinsk 1986, or 10 b3 A8d7 
13 2f5 12 ed cd 13 Hel h6 14 
3+ Chandler—Hort, Surak- 
| 1982. Most incisive, with h3 
5, is 11 ed (11 Wb3!?) 11... cd 
5! Ac8 (12 ... de 13 de A6d7 
44; 12... A6d7 13 Wb3 b6 14 


Efdl) 13 Wb3 We7 (13 ... b6 14 
d5!?) 14 cd! &xd6 15 Bacl Ac6?! 
(15 ... We7) 16 d5! ed 17 @xd5+ 
Mestel—Kovatevic, Plovdiv 1983. 
Note that 8... a6 (instead of 8... 
0—0) changes nothing, since 9 #3 
Rxf3?! 10 2xf3 Axc4? (10 ... 
de+) 11 Wa4+ b5 12 ®xb5! wins. 

1 Axf3 

iiy gf! 

The capture with the bishop, 11 
&xf3, is naturally feasible here, 
but in this case the omission of h3 
can hardly help White. 

| rrr Ac8 

11... D6d7 rather neglects the 
d5 square. A good example of the 
importance of this was Bjelalac— 
Vukic, Yugoslav Ch 1977: 12 b4 
a6 (12... (6 13 f4 f5 14 hil HSh8 
15 Hgl Bg8 16 bS!+) 13 f4 Ac6 
14 Ebl @h8 15 a4 f5 16 Shi 
Hg8 17 Bgl wf8 18 2f3! wf7 19 
Wb3! Bgd8 20 AxdS ed 21 2xd5 
wWhS 22 Bg3 £h4 23 2f3 Wes 
24 Hg2 Hab8 25 Bbgi wf8 26 
We3 He8 27 bS ab 28 ab De7 29 
d5 }g6 30 2hS Wg8 31 wd3 
@xc5!? 32 wxfS 2f8 33 we4 Axf4 
and now 34 &xcS! Axg2 35 Exg2 
would have won easily. 

12 ghi 

This is a very direct approach. 
White intends to kill Black down 
the g-file, or, by threatening to do 
sO, Cause so much inconvenience 
that Black will never be able to 
organize much of a position. 

Another aggressive move is 12 
f4. Then 12 ... Ac6 is considered 
in the game Aseev—Bagirov. It is 
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difficult to recommend the alter- 
natives: 

12 ... 66 13 Wd3 (13 1? ef 14 
2d3) 13 ... g6 14 b4+ Gurgen- 
idze—Suba, Varna 1975. 

12... a5 13 (5 225 14 f4 2h6 
15 fe fe 16 2g4+ Shamkovich-— 
Vukic, New York 1976. 

12... g6 13 [5 (13 Sh Lh8 
14 f5 gf?! 15 Bgl Dc6 16 Wd2 and 
White simply walked into Black’s 
kingside in Kuik—Janes, Tartu 
1986.) 13... ef (13 ... gf 14 2hé6) 
14 Wb3+ b6? 15 2h6 Be8 16 
Wxd5 c6? 17 9 Wxf7+!4+—- 
Dietrich—Kindl, Boblingen 1989. 

12 ...0@h4 I3-Qd3 26 (13... 
Ae7T!? 14 @xh7+; 13... £57! 14 ef 
g6 15{7+! Bxf7 16 We4 We7?! 17 
@®xd5+ —) 14 f5! (14 weg4!? h5 15 
Wh3+) 14... ef 15 wf3! c6 16 
Shi fh8 17 Bgl Ae7 18 wWh3! 
(An example of White’s access to 
the h3 square being tremendously 
important.) 18 “g8 19 
&xf5!+— e7 (19... gf 20 wg2 
&f6 21 ef Wxf6 22 De2! with 2f4 
to follow.) 20 Ae2 Aab 21 Af4 
Sg7 22 &xg6! 1-0 Pokojow- 
czyk—Schmidt, Poland 1976. 

12... f5 13 Shi (13 ef!? 2x6 
14 f5 ef 15 @xd5 c6?! 16 Axfo+ 
Wxf6 17 Wb3+ @h8 18 Wxb7+ — 
Duster—Christ, Wiesbaden Open 
1988.) Black has a hard time 
defending the kingside: 

(a) 13... Hf7 14 Bgl g6 15 b4 
“c6 16 bS (A more measured 
queenside advance may cause 
Black more problems — compare 
Georgiev-Popov below.) 16 ... 


“a5 17 Wa4 b6 18 Bacl 2h4 19 
@®b1 We8 20 Wb4 Bg7 21 Ad2™ 
2d8 22 &®f3 was Hijartarson—— 
Milos, Szirak IZ 1987. Black’s” 
position is solid but passive. 

(b) 13... g6 14 b4 Ac6 15 Bgl 
@h8 (15... Bf7) 16 Bg2 Bes 17 
a3 2h4 18 2f3 D8e7 19 wd2 a6 
20 Ae2 Bg7 21 Acl HAgs 22 Ad3 
gave White very pleasant pros- 
pects on both sides of the board in 
Kir. Georgiev—Popov, Bulgarian 
Ch (Sofia) 1986. 

(c) 13... @h8 14 Bei 2h4? 
(14 ... g6) 15 2hS We7?! (1S 44 
26? 16 2xg6!; 15... Ae7 16 wf3 
g6 17 Wh3!) 16 2g6! gave White 
an overwhelming attack in Khar- 
itonov—Dautov, Kaliningrad 
1986: after 16... hg 17 Bxg6 wf7 
18 Wh5+ g8 19 wh6! e7 20 
Hg2 g5, 21 Hagl! would have 
been immediately decisive. 

(d) 13... Ac6 14 b4 a6 15 Bbl 
Gh8 16 a4 a5 17 bS DAb4 18 Bgl 
Bf7? (18 ... Bg8) 19 £h5 g6 (19 

. Bf8 20 wf3) 20 Bxg6!+— 
Bjelajac—-Popov, Novi Sad 1981. 

' L2eorsy' {5 

12 ... eG 13 el a3 Te 
@h8 14 f4 axcS 15 £5 ge7 16 
f6! &xf6 17 ef Wxf6 18 Red we7 
19 2d3 DAd6 20 wf3 f5 21 wh3 
Hf7 22 Sagl De8 23 De2 Afb 
24 @Af4 Sg8 25 Bh4 wd6 26 
Axe6+ — Korneev—Bagirov, 
Moscow 1990) 14 2h6 Bf7 15 {4 
#h8 16 2hS g6 17 Bxg6! hg 18 
2xg6 Wg8 19 Wh5 Bh7 20 gxh7 
Wed (20... Wxh7 21 We8+ We8 
22 2g7+!) 21 2g7+ Wxg7 22 
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s1 2f8 23 Bxg7 &xg7 24 
“5+ 1-0 Guillen—Urday, 
tuncion 1987. 
12... 2h4 13 Bgl (In Ciocal- 
i—Bagirov, Tbilisi 1974, Black 
allowed time to organise a 
sition: 13 &d3 De7 14 £4?! g6 
wed Df 16 &xf5 ef 17 wf3 
=) 13... De7 (13... (6 14 f4 fe 
fe 2xf2 16 &xf2 Bxf2 17 
xo7+! &xg7 18 Wgl+ Dh8 19 
xf2 ©d7 20 Bgl wf8 21 we3 
27 22 224 Bd8 23 2xe6 Dbs 
Wg2 Abc6 25 AxdS Axd4 25 
'l Wh6 27 f7 Axd5 28 gxd5 
26 29 Bgl DAg7 30 wf3 c6 31 
D3 Ae6 32 Wg3 Ag7 33 af7 
d2 34 afl 2d8 35 e6 1-0 Shem- 
onov—Khramov, Moscow 1987) 
2d3 f5 (14... g6 15 wfl afs 
2xfS ef 17 Wh3+ Elliott— 
iwte, Middlesex League 1988) 
f4 DAbc6 16 a3 Ag6 17 Age 
[7 18 De2! Sh8 19 Act! Hgs 
Ab3 Af8 21 wh5! g6 22 b5 
37 23 Wh6 }b8 24 a4 e7 25 
n3! c6 26 Wf3 We8?! 27 wWe2 
18 28 Dd2! h6 29 Af3 Dh7 30 
j2 Sh8 31 Bg3! (Threatening 
13) 31... AF 32 h4 Bh7 33 


igi+— Ciocaltea—Bondoc, 
mania 1976. 

13. Xgl {4 

14 gd3 fe 

15 fe We8 (99) 


A variation illustrating the full 
wer of White’s conception is 15 
&g5 16 f4 g2h6 17 WhS &h8 
Exg7! }xg7 19 Hel+ Lh8 
Wxh6 Bf7 21 Wxe6 Wd7 22 
16 He7 23 wi6 We7 (23... dg8 


24 Exg7+ Wxg7 25 wd8+ wf8 
26 Wxd5+) 24 Bxg7 Wxg7 25 
Wd8+ Weg8 26 Wxg8+ dxg8 27 
@xd5 a6 (27 ... @Ad7 28 
RIS+—) 28 &xa6 ba 29 Axc7 
Hb8 30 dS when the swathe of 
pawns is unstoppable. 


16 f4 wf7 
17 Wed 2d8 
18 f5 “\e7 


Since 18 ... ef fails trivially to 
19 gxfS5, Black must let the f- 
pawn do its worst. The rest is 


slaughter. 
19 f6 A\g6 
20 wh5 Axio 
Z1 afl “d7 
22 Exg6é nfd8 


23. Wxh7+ 1-0 


Aseev—Bagirov 
Berlin 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 &5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
&2g4 5 2e2 e6 6 0-0 Re7 7 C4 
Ab6 8 h3 2h5 9 DAc3 0-0 10 2e3 
10° os d5 
10...a5 has a serious disadvan- 
tage compared to 9... a5 (without 
h3 2h5): 11 ed cd 12 Wb3! ®8d7 
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(12... a4 13 WbS hits the bishop 
of h5. After it retreats, both 14 c5 
and 14 d5 give White a solid plus.) 
13 WbS (13 cS Ac8 14 Hacl!? 
We7? 15 #f4 led to a quick win 
in Svensson—Sandstrém, Sweden 
1990, but Black should play 14... 
dc 15 dc Wc7.) 13 ... &g6 14 cS! 
(14 Hfd1 We7oo) 14... Bc8 15 
Hfdi! Wc7(15...d5 16 Wxb7+) 16 
&f4! gave Black serious problems 
in Glek—Shabalov, Belgorod 1989. 
16...b617 cd &xd6 (17... Axd6 
18 Wa4) 18 2e3!? (Glek suggests 
18 HeS!? with such ideas as 18... 
Hd8 19 2f3 Da7 20 Wa6!+ and 
18 ... &xe5 19 de Dc5 20 Wed! 
Aa7T 21 Bd6+.) 18... a4 (18 ... 


Sal 19 Wb3! bS 20 Edel! a4 21 - 


®xa4!) 19 Bact Ha5 20 Wc4 Wxc4 
21 &xc4 Da7 22 Re2 f5?! (22 ... 
a3 23 b3+) 23 DeS!4+ — AxeS 24 
de 2c5 25 &xc5 Bxc5 26 Axa4 
Exe5 27 &fl Ac8 28 2a6 set up 
an ending in which White’s two 
connected passed pawns on the 
queenside proved decisive. 
ll =¢5 

11 cd 

(a) 11... Axd5 12 Wb3 Abé (12 
... Ac6? 13 Wxb7 Ddb4 14 wWb5 
Hb8 15 Wad 2xf3 16 &xf3 Axd4 
17 &xd4 Wxd4 18 a3+— Kaspa- 
rov—Gitsin, USSR 1977; 12 ... 
“#xe3 13 fet b6?! 14 d5! 2c5 
15 de+ Georgadze—Alburt, Tbilisi 
1977) 13 dS!? (13 Bfdl c6 14 a4 
a5 15 d5 @xdS 16 Wxb7 4d7 17 
g4 226 18 Wxc6 Bc8oo Lobron— 
Alburt, New York 1983) 13 ... ed 
(13... AxdS 14 Bfd1 c6 15 Wxb7 


Dd7 16 g4 226 17 Wxc6 Hc8 18 
wa4+ illustrates an advantage of 
omitting a4.) 14 2xb6 ab 15 Axd5 
&c5 16 Had! Wc8 and now White 
can choose between 17 a3!? Dc6 
18 Wc3 Be8 19 Bfelt (Kremen- 
ietsky) and 17 Af4 axf3 18 2xf3 
Ac6 19 e6! Ad4 20 Hxd4 gxd4 
21 ef+ Bxf7 22 224 wd8 23 2e6 
Wf6 24 @xf7+ Wxf7 25 Deb 2f6 
26 Belt Kremenietsky—Kolev, 
Ruse 1987. 

(b) 11... ed. Now White’s most 
ambitious idea is 12 g4!? 2g6 13 
Ael. Then 13... £5 14 &d3 c6 15 
AL wd7 16 Sh2 Dab 17 Axg6 
hg 18 gf gf 19 2xa6 ba 20 Bglt 
f47! 21 Bxg7+! &xg7 22 wh5 
gave Black grave problems in 
Ornstein—Alburt, Reykjavik Open 
1984, so a better try may be 13... 
&b4 14 Bcl DAc6 15 Ag? f6 16 
e6 We7 17 @f4 gxc3 18 Bxc3 
Ad8 19 Wb3 c6 20 a4 2e8 21 a5 
@c8 22 2f3 Dd6 23 whé4 g5, 
though in Hebden-Bricard, Cler- 
mont—Ferrand 1989, 24 2xd5!? 
gave White interesting play. 

11 b3 can be comfortably met 
by 11 ...de 12 be Hc6 13 Ebi (13 
24 226 14 Wb3 Aa5!? 15 wb5 
“Abxc4! 16 2xc4 c6) 13... Bb8!. 

i 2xf3 
1Z oat 

12 &xf3 is rather unfashion- 
able, though mainly due to the 
strength of capturing with the 
pawn rather than any defect of 
this very natural move. After 12 

. Dc4: 
(a) 13 b3 A@xe3 14 fe Ac6 15 
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al (15 b4éva6) 15... f6.(15 ....a5 
a3 b6 17 b4 ab 18 ab bc 19 be 
a3 was recommended by Petro- 
n.) 16 ef &xf6 17 b4 De7 18 
24 Wwd7 19 Ghi Bad8 20 e4 
21 Wb3 Ph8 22 Axe4 AS= 
afsson—Andersson, Nice ol 
74. 
(b) 13 b4 saves a tempo over 13 
, but Black need be in no hurry 
capture on e3 and can choose 
tween Alburt’s 13... Dc6 14 b5 
* Zbl a5!?) 14 ... Axedul5 fe 
xe5 16 de £xc5 with... Wg5 to 
low, and Gipslis’ 13 ... b6 14 
cl c6 15 Se2 aS 16 &xc4 ab!? 
4a4 dc 18 Axb6 Hxa2 19 Bxc4 
a6 20 Wb3 BaSoo. 
(c) 13 &c1 poses few problems: 
... b6 14.b3 Da5 15 b4 (15 Dad 
b7! 16 We2?! Ac6 17 cb Axd4F 
atanovic—Vukic, Umag 1972) 15 
Ac4 16 Re2 aS! 17 &xc4 abt 
ufeld—Alburt, Baku 1972. 
(d) 13 2f4 Ac6 (13... b6 14 b3 
aS 15 Zcl be 16 dc Dac6 17 
el 225 18 AxdS!? ed 19 2xg5 
xg5 20 s&xd5 was rather a 
omising sacrifice in Kavalek— 
hmid, Nice ol 1974. After 20... 
h8, White should have tried 21 
e2 a5 22 We4 Ha6 23 £4.) 14 b3 
4a5. Now 15 wd2 b6 (15 ... 
d7) 16 Hacl (16 Aad f6) 16... 
17 dc Bb8! 18 2xd5 (18 He2!?) 
...ed 19 Axd5 HbS5 20 b4 Axb4 
Axb4 Wxd2 22 &2xd2 Hd8 23 
c3 ExcS was equal in Geller— 
mman, Wijk aan Zee 1975. A 
ore common move is 15 Ecl 
00): 


(d1) 15... b6 16 Dad! 225 (16 
... {6 17 ef &xf6 18 cb ab 19 b4! 
Axb4 20 Wel! Dd3 21 Wxe6+ 
Gh8 22 Rxc7!+ Tseshkovsky— 
Alburt, Odessa 1974) 17 &xg5 
Wxg5 18 Wd3! was Geller-Tim- 
man, Teesside 1975. 18 ... [6 
should then have been tried. 

(d2) 15... 2g5!? 16 De2 axf4 
17 Axf4 HDe7! 18 224 Dac6 19 
wd2 (19 2xe600) 19 ... &h8! 20 
Hc3 Ag8 21 Adil wh4 22 &c2 
Wh6 23 Bg3! Hae8 (23 ... (6? 24 
3 g6!+—) 24 Bdl Age7 25 b4 a6 
and now 26 a3 Agé6! 27 De2 (27 
@xg6+ fg) 27... Wxd2 28 Bxd2 
@ge7 29 Af4 g6 30 h4 h6 gave 
Black equal play in Hibner—Hort, 
Biel 1984. Hort suggests that 26 
%a4!? may pose more problems. 

(d3) 15... Wd7 16 2e3 (16 Wd3 
b6 17 Had f6 18 Adi fe 19 2xe5 
@xe5 20 de 2g5 21 &c2 g6 22 
Zcel Ab7 gave Black good play 
in Hermlin—Palatnik, Tallinn 
1985. 16 Hel f6 17 ef &xf6 gives 
White nothing better than 18 2e3 
since 18 Bxe6? Axd44 and 18 
4ye27! Ae7 19 wd2 Dac6 20 224 
Af 21 &xfS eff Beliavsky— 
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Alburt, Kiev 1978 can hardly be 
recommended.) 16 ... f6! 17 ef 
&xf6 18 wd2 b6 19 Aa4 He7 
20 ge2 AfS= Geller—Bagirov, 
Tbilisi 1978. 
2 ccna Ac8 
13. f4 46 (101) 

13... &h4 is playable, with 
White’s pawn on h3. 14 2d3 g6 
15 Wed (Pointless is 15 f5 ef 16 
wf3 c6 17 Shi wh 18 Fg 
4\e7, since 19 Wh3 is not possible.) 
15... &h8 (Agzamov’s suggestion 
15... hS 16 Wf3 Ae7 is logical.) 
16 b4 4c6 17 a3 (17 Babi hS! 18 
Wf3 A8e7 19 b5 DaS 20 Sh2 b6 
21 f5 failed in Diesen—Vaganian, 
Hastings 1974/5 after 21 ... ef 22 
wf4 Dgs 23 Bgl Acd!F 24 e6 
Sh7! 25 ef Bxf7 26 wf3 Axe3 27 
fe bc 28 de Ae7! 29 DAe2 wh8! 30 
Df weS 31 whi Bf6 32 Bb4 
g5!+.) 17... f5 18 wWdl. Now 
Black could try 18 ... g5, since 
in Psakhis—Agzamov, USSR Ch 
(Moscow) 1983, 18... a6 19 thi 
@A8e7 20 Ae2 Ags 21 Agi Dh6 
22 @f3 (A standard manoeuvre 
against a bishop on h4.) 22... Af7 
23 &d2 Se7 (23... Bg8!?) 24 a4 
“\b8 25 b5 ab 26 ab Ad7 27 We2 
c6 28 Wb2 Xb8 29 Ha7 g5 ought 
not to have given Black quite 
enough counterplay. In Solozhen- 
kin—Bagirov, Sevastopol 1986, the 
same position after 18 moves 
arose. There followed 19 &h2 
@DB8e7 20 Ae2 Ags 21 Agi Dh6 
22 AL3 A7 23 Rd2 Bg8 24 a4 
We7 25 bS ab (25... Ab8 26 c6!+) 
26 ab Hxal 27 Wxal Acd8 28 


wa5 (28 c6!? be 29 Wa5 g5!? 30 
&b4 Wd7co Bagirov) 28 ... c6 29 
wb6 g5! 30 Axh4 gh 31 Bgl Bg6 
32 ge2 dg7 33 2hS Exgl 34 
&éxgl cb! and Black, with two 
good knights, was fine. 

13 ... f5 is a good deal more 
playable than without the 
inclusion of h3 @h5: 14 b4 gh4 
(14... b6 15 a3 c6 16 Sh2 Bf7 
17 a4 2f8 18 Hcl Bb7 19 
2d2!+ Byrne—-Vukic, Bugojno 
1978) 15 Sh2 fh8 16 Bgl Begs 
17 bS De7 18 a4 We8 19 2d3 
4d7 20 Hg2 A821 Ae2 Deg6 22 
Agl 2d8 23 WhS wf7 24 We2 
Ah4 25 Hg3 h6 26 Af3 Axf3+ 27 
wxf3 Dg6 28 Hagl Dh4 gave 
Black a reliable position in K hmel- 
nitsky—-A. G. Panchenko, Pula 
1990. Instead 14 Gh2 Hc6 15 Bgl 
We8 16 Hg2 2d8 17 Zbl Hh8 
18 b4 A8e7 19 RhS g6 20 Re2 
®g8 21 Wb3 left Black rather 
passive in Listengarten—Bagirov, 
Baku 1975. 

Agzamov’s suggestion 13 ... f6 
14 Sg4 (14 f5 fe 15 fe ed 16 Wxd4 
c600) 14... Wd7 15 “@xd5 f5! 16 
“xe7+ Bxe7 17 2f3 AdS is well 
worth considering. 


101|\BZ ay 
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145 

14 b4: 

(a) 14... 2h4 15 fbi (15 
5 Das 16 £d3 g6 17 wed 
Dorfman—Bagirov, Ordzhoni- 
idze 1978) 17 ... @h8! with ... 
ig8 and ... c6 to follow.) 15... 
6 (15... A8e7 16 2d3 £5 17 WhS 
\g6 18 Sh2 Re7 19 Bgl Dh4 
sagirov; 15 ... #h8 16 2d3 g6 
7 We4 Bg8 18 Hh2 h5 19 wf3 
\8e7 20 a3+ Wolff—Alburt, US 
th [Estes Park] 1985) 16 2d3 f5 
7 &h2 We8 18 Bgl A8e7 19 
2e2 $h8 20 Bb2 Wd7 (Kuzmin-— 
Sagirov, USSR Ch 1978) 21 
bck. 

(b) 13 ... a6, without h3 2£hS, 
vas condemned by Alburt on the 
asis of 14 f5 ef 15 f4! Db8 and 
iow Van Riemsdijk’s suggestion 
6 2f3 c6 17 Wb3 intending 
\xd5, liberating a colossal pawn 
yhalanx. However, he played 13 
.. a6 against Short (Foxboro [5] 
985). Perhaps his intention was 
4... f6!2. The game itself pro- 
eeded 14 Zbl f6!? 15 2d3 We8 
6 We4 {5 17 Wh3 a5?! 18 bS Ab4 
9 Re2 Ac2 20 Hhi g6 21 Bgl 
2f7 22 Sf3 2f8 23 Bb2 Da3 24 
pcl Da7 25 ge2 Wd7 26 dl! 
1d8 27 wfl and Black had great 
jifficulties due to the a3 knight. 

(c) 13... f6, without h3 2h5, 
as been tried by Palatnik: 14 
2947! wd7 15 f5 fe! 16 fe Wd8 17 
Ne2 2f6 18 f4 ed 19 Axd4 Axd4 
O gxd4 2xd4+ 21 Wxd4 
yh4!+ (note that this works due 
o the pawn being on h2 here) was 


Lanc—Palatnik, Trnava 1987, but 
a better approach was 14 b5 4a5 
15 2d3 f5 16 Hcl b6 17 He2 Af7 
18 2d2 Ab7 19 c6 Da5 20 Wad 
2f8 21 2xaS ba 22 Wxa5 26 23 
Wd2 Wh4 24 Ghi Abé6 25 Hal 
Ac4! 26 &xc4 de 27 Wce3 £h6 
28 Wf3?! We4 29 Wxg4 fg 4-4 
Jansa—Palatnik, Trnava 1987. 

14 2d3 is a tough move to 
meet 14 ... 26 (14... 2x05? 15 
de d4 16 &xh7+! @xh7 17 wh5+ 
g8 18 Ded!) 15 fS!? ef (15... gf? 
16 @h2 fh8 17 Agi Begs 18 
Bxg8+ wxg8 19 wf3) 16 wf3 
&xc5 17 dc d4 (17 ... Axed 18 
wxdS ®xd3 19 Bfdi+) 18 £h6 
de 19 e6! 4d4(19... He5 20 Wxb7! 
is strong: 20... Ae7 21 ef+ Bxf7 
22 Hadi 2b8 23 gc4! or 20... 
Wxd3 21 ef+ @h8 22 2f4! Axf7 
23 Wxa8 Wxh3 24 wdS Wg4+4+ 25 
223 h5 26 Badl) 20 ef+ Exf7 
21 Wxb7 4e7 22 be Adc6 23 &c4 
Zb8 24 Wa6 De5 25 Hadi Wes 
26 Bfel A7c6 27 f4 Df3+ 28 fl 
Axel 29 2xel Wd7 30 2e6 Wd2 
31 @xf7+ xf7 32 we4+ 1-0 
Sokolov—Veingold, Tallinn 1981. 

13 Hbl, without h3 £h5, has 
been played with success. Like 
b4, this move envisages queenside 
activity, but without giving Black 
a target for counterplay (e.g. White 
will not be inconvenienced by hav- 
ing to attend to the threat of ... 
&xb4 at some point.) 

(a) 13... &xc5?! is a logical 
attempt to exploit the lack of sup- 
port for c5, but only succeeds in 
highlighting White’s space advan- 
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tage: 14 dc d4 15 Be4 de 16 fe 
Wxdl 17 fxd! D8e7 18 sf2 
Bfd8 19 Ac3 Sf8 (19 ... Bxdi?! 
20 Hxdl Hd8 21 Bxd8+ Axd8 
22 Ab5) 20 Af3 Se8 21 He2 
Bxdi 22 Bxdi B2d8 23 Bgl! (Very 
instructive: White makes the most 
of the rook’s mobility before 
returning to contest the open file.) 
23... f8 24 Mbl Bd7 25 b4 h6 
26 bS AaS 27 Bb4 b6 28 c6 
2d8 29 Hd4 and Black was soon 
pushed off the board in Abra- 
movic—Alburt, New York Open 
1988. 

(b) 13... &h4 was tried in 
Zsofia Polgar—Palatnik, Rome 
1989. White succeeded in making 
good use of the h3 square: 14 
Shi D8e7 15 2d3! g6 (15 ... 
@fS5? 16 Rxf5 ef 17 wf3! De7 18 
Wh3+—) 16 Wg4 AfS 17 &xf5 ef 
18 Wf3 Ae7 19 Wh3 Ac8 (19 ... 
Ac6 20 b4+) 20 Hgl Bh8 21 b4 
a6 22 a4 c6 and now 23 &b3, 
preparing bS, would have made 
Black’s position very difficult. 
Instead after 23 bS?! ab 24 ab Ba3 
25eRigel(25 2627) dich2) 25x. 
&e7, the ... &xc5 threat gave 
Black serious counterplay. 

HP asi ef 

Without h3 @h5, 13... gh4 
14 2d3 ef 15 Wf3 Ab4?! (15... 
A8e7 16 WhS Ag6 17 2xf5 Ace7 
18 2d3 Wd7 19 Sg2 f5 20 £4 
followed by a transfer of a rook 
to h3 gives White the advantage, 
while 15 ... AxeS!? 16 de d4 17 
WxfS g6 18 We4 is also pleasant 
for White.) 16 &xf5 26 17 @hé! 


Ae7 18 &2b1 He8 19 We4 c8 20 
a3 Hab 21 Axd5+ — was Zvonit- 
sky—Stefanishin, USSR 1989. 
15 .275 

Without h3 2h5, 14 wb3 f4 (14 
... RES 15 Wxb7 &xe3) 15 Wxb7 
fe 16 Wxc6 ef+?! (16... Hb8!?) 17 
Bxf2 £b8 18 WxdS Bxb2 19 we4 
g6 20 Bafl Bd2 21 2d3 Bxf2 
22 Bxf2 c6 23 &c4 gave White 
slightly the better prospects in 
Ulybin—Palatnik, Uzhgorod 1988. 

Naturally, 15 f4? fails to 15 ... 
&xc5, 

5 te 2g5s 

15... &h47! 16 2xd5! D8e7 
(16... Wd7 17 f4 A8e7 18 2g2+) 
17 &xc6 be 18 WhS5+ Lukin- 
Yuneev, Daugavpils 1989. 

15... f4 16 &2xf4 295 17 223 
A8e7 18 224 f5 19 ef Axf6 20 f4 
&h6 (102) 


(a) 21 2h4 Exf4 22 $e6+ 
Sh8 23 Bxf4 2xf4 24 Dxd5 
&g3! (note that this is only poss- 
ible with the pawn on h3) and now 
Ivanchuk analysed: 

(al) 25 2g5 wf8 26 Wd2 Axd5 
27 &xd5 WfS 28 &xc6 be 29 
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2g2 h6 30 fl (30 &xh6 gh4) 
J... Wd5+ 31 Sxg3 hgoo. 

(a2) 25 &xg3 Axd5 26 wf3 
M6! 27 Hdl Dxd4 28 We3 (28 
#xb7?! Bb8 29 Wxc7?? Df3+) 28 

. We7 29 Exd4 Ze8 30 2h4 (30 
ta4 h6! 31 Bxa7 AdS5!oo0) 30... 
¥xe6 31 Wxe6 Zxe6 32 2xf6 gf 
3 Bd8+ og7 34 Bd7+ Sg6 35 
{xc7 Ec6 36 Bxb7 BxcS=. 

(b) 21 Wd3 was played in Sax— 
vanchuk, Tilburg 1989. Ivanchuk 
ecommends 21... Db4! 22 We2 
M5 23 AxfS5 BxfS 24 a3 Ac6 25 
¥e6+ Zf7 26 Bad! Wd7oo, since 
n the game 21... @h8 22 f5 ag5 
3 h4 2h6 24 DAbS!? Bc8 25 ge5 
\g8! 26 Xael Wd7 27 2h3 wf7 
8 Wg3 a6 29 Dc3 Dge7 30 &xf6 
30 Shi! Bf8 31 2xf6 wxf6 32 
¥24+—) 30... Wxf6 would have 
een insufficient after 31 hl! 
\xd4 32 Bxe7 Wxe7 33 f6+-—-. 

16 @®xd5 {4 
17 axf4 

It is less potent to take with the 
night. Without h3 @hS, Tsesh- 
‘ovsky—Alburt, Daugavpils 1978 
ontinued 16 Axf4 2xf4 17 @xf4 
wxd4 18 223 D8e7 19 We2 wd7 
O we4 Web 21 b4 Hf5 (21 ... 
6!200) 22 Hfel Bfe8 23 wf4 Afd4 
4 2g4! Wg6 25 bS AxeS? (25... 
AxbS+) 26 2d1! Aec6 27 Hxe8+ 
txe8 28 be Kel+ 29 Sg2 wd3 
O ge2!! Bxe2 31 cb Bb2 33 
6!+—. 

17 2cl!? Wd7 (17 ... D8e7 18 
yxe7+ Axe7 19 dS+) 18 b4 D8e7 
9 Axe7+ Rxe7 (19 ... Axe7 20 
S wxh3 21 Kel Ag6 22 Abi 


@Dh4 23 Bb3) 20 Rb2 Bad8 (20 
... axb4 21 Wb3) 21 dS Axb4 22 
d6 @g5 (22... cd 23 cd Wxh3 24 
de! Bxdi 25 Mfxd1 wxf3 26 Hd8 
we4+ 27 Sf1 wh3+ 28 de1+— 
Copié) 23 h2 cd (23 ... wh5 
24 wd4! Dc2 25 We3 Axal 26 
e6!+ —) 24 cd wfS 25 Bgl &h6 
(25 ... h6 26 e6) 26 e6 fe 27 wd4 
AdS 28 &xd5 1-0 Copié—Pena 
Gomez, corres. 1987. 

re &xf4 

18 Axf4 A8e7!(103) 

18... Wxd4 19 Wxd4 @xd4 20 
&xb7 Hb8 21 Rxc8 Bfxc8 22 
Ad3+. 

After 18... Wh4 19 Dg2 Wxh3 
20 224 Wh6 21 f4, Sax prefers 
White’s chances based on pushing 
the d-pawn. 

Without h3 £h5, 17... Axd4 
18 &xb7 Hb8 19 2g2! Bxb2 20 
we4! We7 (20... f5 21 wh5! 26 22 
Wdl! De7 23 wa4+—) 21 Bael 
Deb 22 AdS Wg5 23 Wxg5 DAxg5 
24 @xc7 Hxa2 25 f4 led to a 
won ending for White in Popovic— 
Bagirov, Moscow GMA 1989. 

Bagirov’s 18 ... D8e7 is based 
on the point that Black need not 
recapture the pawn immediately, 
but may secure the queenside first. 

19 b3 

19 wd2 wd7. 

iL Eb8 
20 ged 

20 De2 Wd7 21 284 wd5 22 
{4 Bfd8 23 2f3 wd7 24 ag4 
wd5=. 

20 asx wxd4 

20... Axd4 fails to 21 Wg4!+. 
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21 wxd4 &)xd4 
22. =ffdl Bfd8 
23 =«d3? 


Bagirov recommends 23 Ad5 
De2+ 24 Sfl AxdS 25 Bxds 
Exd5 26 &xdS Af4! 27 £92 
f8 28 Edi ge7 as a way for 
White to avoid serious problems, 
though Black is for preference. 

23 exe Adc6 


24 = e6? 
24 &xc6 Exd3 25 &#xd3 
Axc6F. 
| f5! 
25 £292 Zxd3 
26 A@xd3 2d8 
27 «=«Af4 26! 


The simple plan of activating 
the king shows White’s play to 
have been over-optimistic. 28 el 
eg7 29 2xc6 be! (29 ... Axc6? 
30 e7!) 30 Sg2 (30 h4 Bd4—+) 
30 ... g5! 31 De2 Sf6 32 h4 gh! 
33 Df4 d4?! (33... Hg6!) 34 Sf3 
Hed 35 Bxe4 fe+ 36 dxe4 AdS 
(36... Ag6!) 37 He2 Ae7 38 Ad4 
h3! 39 @f3 (39 Sf3!?) 39 ... AdS 
40 e7 Sxe7 41 Sf5 A6! 42 Hf4 
ee6 43 Sg3 He4+ 44 Sxh3 
Axf2+ 45 Hh4 Sd5 46 og5 
0-1. 


UF lohr—-Agzamov Variation: 


i wee 


... C6 is a logical and direct way 
- attack White’s pawn centre. 
aving blocked the hl—a8 diag- 
ial, Black is ready to play ... 
xf3 and ... de, giving White a 
eak pawn on eS. Often White 
e-empts this in some way, but 
is may break up White’s pawns 
ithout Black needing to do any- 
ing. 

The line has been attracting an 
creasing following for the last 
n years thanks particularly to 
e efforts of Kovacevic, Knezevic, 
reev, Fernandez Garcia and the 
te Tashkent grandmaster 
eorgy Agzamov. A particularly 
ypealing feature of the Flohr— 
gzamov Variation is that it is 
yssible for Black to win almost 
itomatically against inaccurate 
ay by means of a kingside pawn 
orm, winning the e5 pawn, or 
th. 

6 0-0 allows Black’s idea. This 
ie has a poor reputation, but 
is is largely undeserved. With 
curate play White can pose 
oblems. 


6 4g5 is best met by 6... 2f5. 
White then has a number of sharp 
attempts, but Black’s resources 
seem adequate. 

After 6 c4 ®b6, White can 
reasonably hope for a normal 
white advantage with 7 ed, 7 Ag5 
or 7 Abd2, though Black’s game 
is perfectly playable. 


Zsofia Polgar—-Fernandez Garcia 
Benidorm Open 1989 


1 e4 Df6 2&5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
&g4 5 ge2 
aS Pay c6 (104) 


6 0-0 
Since Black intends to exchange 
on f3 at the first opportunity, 6 
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h3? is clearly a very illogical use 
of a tempo. After 6... &xf3 7 
&xf3 de 8 de e6 the only attempt 
at justification is 9 c4 He7 10 
Wxd8+ &xd8 when the white 
king is centrally placed for the 
ending, though Black is still com- 
fortable. Black can disrupt this 
plan with 9... Ab4or9... 2b4+ 
10 gd2 Df4 11 2xb4 Ad3+4+ 12 
be2 Axb4 13 Wxd8+ Sxd8 14 
&e4 Dd7 15 f4 DAcS 16 Ac3 gc7. 
In Malaniuk—Kengis, Odessa 
1982, after 9 0-0, Black used the 
free tempo well: 9... Ad7 10 We2 
We7 11 Hel c5 12 c3 (12 Bd2 
0-0 13 Ab3 2b6 14 c4 He7 15 
&d2 a5 16 2c3 a4F Janosevic— 
Knezevic, Majdanpek 1975) 12... 
a5 13 a4 De7 14 2f4 DAg6 15 
223 0-0 16 hl Bad8 17 Dd2 
&a7 18 DAc4 Ac5 19 h4 We7 20 
hS Dh4 21 2g4 Ac5 22 2xf5 ef 
23 Ad6 WegS 24 Wf3 g6 25 gg1 
Aeb 26 Kadi Ed7 27 efi Bfd8 
28 De8 Axdl 29 Afo+ fg7 30 
Exdl Bxdl+ 31 Wxdl f4 32 
Ae&+ Hh8 33 Ad6 Sgs 34 Sh?2 
WxeS 35 Axb7 Wc7 36 Dd6 wd8 
37 hg hg 38 Wd2 wh4+ 39 de1 
f3 40 gf AgS 41 Shl wxh2+0-1. 

6 Abd2? is met by the irritating 
6... Af4. 6 ed ed is liable to 
transpose to the line 6 c4 Abb 7 
ed ed (see Yudasin-Timoshenko), 
but Black may well try 6... Wxd6 
after which knight invasions on b4 
or f4 are a possibility. 


ie 2xf3 
7 gxf3 de 
8 de e6 


c6 


9 gh5?! 

An interesting idea, aiming to 
secure c4 for the knight, was tried 
in Howell—Lutz, Groningen 1984: 
9 a4 Ad7 10 We2 Wc7 11 Hel 
&c5 (11 ... Hd8!? prepares to 
remove a knight from a3 without 
loss of tempi, and to meet 12 c3 
with 12 ... Ac5, when b3 and d3 
are a little sensitive. After 12 2g5 
Re7 13 2xe7 DAxe7 14 Da3 Deo 
15 Ac4 0-0 Black has ideas of ... 
bS. Another idea is 11 ... a5 12 
®a3 2b4 13 c3 and now 13... 
2xa3 14 Bxa3oo0, rather than 13 
.. &e7? 14 2xd5 cd 16 DAbS 
Wb8 17 Wg4+ Kalegin—Baburin, 
USSR 1987.) 12 @a3 0-0 (12 ... 
2d4? 13° Ac4; 12 &xa3 
removes the knight, but how is 
Black then to generate counter- 
play?) 13 c3 (13 Ac4!? B7b6) 13 
... a5 (Black should now take the 
knight, as the rook is then rather 
inactive on a3.) 14 h4+. 

Another rare move is 9 4d2. 
Black secured counterplay in 
Arnason—Agzamov, 1983: 9 ... 
2d7 10 Hel We7 11 4c4(11 we2!? 
2cS 12 Ab3 2b6 13 c4?! Ae7 
14 2f4 aS! gave Black the advan- 
tage in Cullip—Burgess, Hastings 
Challengers 1990/1, but White has 
better with 13 295 h6 14 2d2 
0-0-0 15 a4 a5o0) 11... A7b6 12 
wWd4 xc4 13 Wxc4 0-0-0 14 a3 
Re7 15 We2 h6 16 c4 Abb 17 b4 
Hd7 18 Hbl Hhd8. 


9 b3 Ad7 10 &b2 2b4! (There © 
is little point waiting for Bel — 


before playing this: 10... Wg5 11 


. 
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el 2b4 12 Be4+ Plachetka- 
opov, Stara Pazova 1988. In 
oginov—Donchenko, USSR 
988, 10... We7 11 Kel a5 12 a3 
-d8 13 g3 De7 14 We2 Dg6 15 
5 &c5 16 Ba2! 0-0 17 Ad2 ga7 
8 fl £b8 won the e-pawn, but 
yr rather good compensation: 19 
5! Agxe5 20 222 cS 21 De3 Ac6 
2 h6 g6 23 £g7!+. Would the 
ing have been safer after 12 ... 
-0-0?) 11 a3 4-4 Donéevic— 
aulsen, Bundesliga 1989/90. 
/hite cannot develop without giv- 
ig the bishop tempi to attack the 
) pawn. 

9 c4 He7 10 Wxd8+ (10 24?! 
\d7 11 £4 @c5 12 2c2 ALS 13 b4 
'd4+ 14 Wxd4 @xd4 15 gd 
1d3 Voronov—Kopylov, Kiev 
170) 10 ... &xd8 leaves White 
ymewhat tied down to defending 
. 11 ged (11 &hS g6 or 11... 
g6; 11 2d2 Ad7 12 2c3 Dg6 
3 Xel= Panov—Kopylov, 
foscow 1958; 11 @e2?! Ad7 12 
OS 13 Dc3 Ac5+ 14 Shi 
5+ Ramirez—Westerinen, Haifa 
76; 11 &g5?! Dd7 12 Hel gc7 
3 gh52! 96 14 £24 h6F Per- 
shky—Ghinda, Pernik 1978; 11 
f4 Dd7 12 Hel gc7 13 Ac3 
26 14 223 2b415 BZacl Bad8 
9 a3 &xc3 17 Bxc3 DcS 18 b4 
a4 19 Bce3 Bd4F Zurakhov-— 
opylov, Leningrad 1955) 11... 
d7 (105) (11 ... Bg6 is also 
ayable and can be met by 12 f4 
c5+ 13 hl Ad7 14 Ad2 Sc7 
) AF3 Be7 16 2e3 Had8= 
ess—Siebenhaar, Mainz 1985 or 


12 &xg6 hg 13 @e3 Ad7 14 £4 
&b4 15 Bdl Se7 16 Ad2 &xd2 
17 &xd2 4-4 Noyce—Burgess, 
Birmingham 1990.) and White has 
now tried: 


(a) 12 Bdl Sc7 13 2f4 g6! 14 
“d2 £g7 15 Df3 Bad8 16 Sf 
@b6 17 b3 Hxd1+ 18 Bxd! Bd8 
4-4 Vukovic—Puc, Yugoslav Ch 
(Belgrade) 1945. 

(b) 12 £4 AfS 13 g4?! (13 DBc3 hS 
14 QxfS5 @c5+ 15 ehl ef 16 Bel 
&c7= Fatalibekova—Seménova, 
Bad Kissingen 1982) 13... &c5+ 
14 }g2 He3+ 15 Rxe3 £xe3 
16 g5 (16 h4 Sc7 17 Dc3 d4 18 
Hacl Ac5 19 &bl a5+ Bajkovic— 
Popov, Plovdiv 1982) 16... &d4 
17 @d2 Sc7 18 Habl Bc5 19 
&c2 Had8 20 Ae4 Axe4 21 Axed 
h6+ Zivkovic—Knezevic, Yugo- 
slavia 1981. 

(c) 12 2f4 Ag6 13 2xg6 hg 14 
Dc3 Se8! (14... BhS 15 Bad 
ee8 16 g4 Bh4 17 £34 Rozen- 
talis-Landenbergue, Geneva 
1987) 15 Hadi 2e7 16 De4 (16 
Bfel) 16... BhS 17 g4 (17 Bd6+ 
&xd6 18 ed should not be a 
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problem, though in O’Donnell— 
Fernandez Garcia, Thessaloniki 
ol 1988, Black trapped his own 
rook: 18... a5 19 Hd3 f6 20 a3 
Ba4 21 Bcl cS 22 h4 Bd8 23 
%b3! b6 24 BHbc3 Ab8 25 Hdl 
Ac6 26 &cl Ad4 27 Sfl) 17... 
Bxe5! 18 2xe5 AxeS 19 b3 Axg4 
20 fel g5 21 Hd3 Ae5 was 
a very good exchange sacrifice; 
Black went on to win in 
Kaidanov—Dreev, Lvov 1987. 


9 OG @d7 
10 =«—f4 &c5+ 
11 hi 0-0 
12 We2 b5 
13. 3f3? 


Black now has a cunning way 
of shutting White’s bishop out of 
play. Better was 13 a4, though 
Black is very comfortable. 

eae f6! 
14. agd 

14 ef D7xf6 15 Wxe6+ Lh8 16 
Wh3 @xh5 17 WxhS We8! high- 
lights the deficiencies of White’s 
first rank, while 14 2d2? fe 15 fe 
®f4 loses material. 

{5 
&b6 (106) 


15 &h3 


c6 


White can now do little to 
oppose ... Ac5—e4. 


16 Ac3 “cS 
17. g3 @xc3 
18 be 


After 18 Bxc3 Ae4 19 Af3 wd4! 
White’s position falls apart. 


See 558 ed 
19 22 xf7! 
20 Wel ad7 
21 = 2e3 ga5! 


Black’s positional plusses are 
sufficient to ensure decisive 
material gains. The game con- 
cluded 22 2g1 Zd2 23 fl Bxg2! 
24 Sxg2 2xc3 25 We2 2xal 26 
Bxal WaS 27 g4 Ed8 28 Hdl Dc3 
29 Hxd8+ Wxd8 30 wf3 Wd2+ 
31 &h3 DdS 32 gf ef 33 og3 
Wxc2 34 e6 Wc3 35 Qxa7 Wxf3+ 
36 Sxf3 Ac7 37 e7 Sf7 38 ge3 
“@e6 0-1. 


Ivanovic—Kovatevic 
Yugoslav Ch (Subotica) 1984 


Led Sf6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 AF3 
2g4 5 ge2 c6 6 0-0 &xf3 7 
&xf3 de 8 de e6 
9 We2 
After 9 Hel 4d7, 10 We2 is 
considered in the note to White’s 
tenth move, as is 10 a3 after either 
10... aS 11 We2 We7 (the order 
used in Bogdanovic—Kovacevic) * 
or 10 ... We7 11 We2 @c5. 
ere Ad7 
9... &c5 has been tried by the 
postal player Diepstraten. Trans-_ 
positions to normal lines are quite 
possible, but an independent 
option is 10 c4 He7 11 Bel We7 
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! 2d2 Dg6 13 2c3 wWh6 14 
d2 Af4 15 wfl 0-0 16 b4 @d4= 
roffen—Diepstraten, corres. 
179, 
10 g3 

10 Bel We7 (/07) is a more 
sual move order, whereupon 11 
$} transposes to the game. Other 
tempts: 


(a) 11 Dd2!? 2c5 (11... Df4 12 
e4 36 — compare [c].) 12 Hb3 
b6 13 2g5 h6 14 2d2 0-0-0 
a4 a5oo 16 Dcl Be7 17 Bd3 
g6 18 2£c3 Dolmatov—Bohm, 
nsterdam 1979. 
(b) 11 2d2 cS 12 c4 (12 Dc3 
d4 13 &xd5 cd 14 AbS whé 
d now 15 @xd4 Wxd4 16 2c3 
b6 is equal, while 15 2d6+? 
[8 simply drops the e-pawn.) 12 
®e7 13 &c3 a5 (A standard 
‘a in these lines, intending ... 
a7—b8 according to circum- 
inces.) 14 Ad2 (14 a3 Agé6 15 g3 
17 16 Dd2 Bd8!F Matanovic— 
lezevic, Yugoslav Ch 1972) 14 
2b4 (14 ... Dg6) 15 Bhs! 
cc3 16 be AcS 17 AZ Bd8 
Ad4 0-O0co Bashnev-—Sergeev, 
SSR 1982. 


(c) 11 a3 a5 (11... &c5 12 3 
a5 13 b3 0-0 14 Ha2 Bfd8 15 
g3 De7 16 2hS5 2b6= Evans- 
Shamkovich, Lone Pine 1978; 11 
... De7 12 b3 Dgé 13 2b2 0-0-0 
14 g3 2e70 Kotkov—Kopylov, 
Volgograd 1964) 12 g3 (12 Ad2 
AL 13 wed Deo 14 DAc4 Be7 
with kingside castling to follow is 
considered sufficient for equality 
by Kovacevic.) 12... &c5 13 Ad2 
(13 2g2? gd4) 13 ... 0-0 14 
Re4 (14 2g2 a4 followed by ... 
Bfd8 gives Black very reasonable 
chances.) 14 ... £5!2? (More 
ambitious than 14 ... WxeS 15 
&xh7+ when a draw is likely.) 15 
ef Zxf6 16 Af3 Baf8 17 afl (17 
c4 He5!) 17... bS 18 ge3 (18 
a5" B6f7 19 Se3=) 18 a, 
&xe3 19 fe Ac5 20 2d3 e5 21 
“d2! wb6 gave Black rather the 
better chances in Bogdanovic- 
Kovacevic, Yugoslavia 1983, 
though White should have been 
able to survive. 

10 b3 is a logical move which 
has scored badly in practice. 10... 
we7 11 2b2 (11 Bel a5 12 a4 
&b4 13 c3 Re7= Bagirov) 11... 
®f4 (An important point: White 
has not used a tempo with c4 to 
drive the knight to its best square, 
26, so it gains a tempo instead on 
the queen.) 12 We4 g6 and now 
White should certainly defend the 
e-pawn: 

(a) 13 g@h5?! DAgxeS 14 f4 Dg6 
15 {5 0-0-0! (When playing the 
tricks, one must beware of such 
counter-tricks!) 16 fe (16 fg? 
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hg—+) 16... fe 17 Ad2 2d6F 
18 g3 &xg3 19 Af3 2f4 20 Wxeb 
Bhe8 21 Wh3 2e3+ 22 Shi Af4 
23 Wh4 @xh5 24 wxhS Af6 25 
&xf6 gf 26 wfS+ Wd7 27 wWxf6 
Hf8 28 Wc3 2b6 29 Wd2 Web 30 
Wel Wg6 31 We2 Hg8 32 He5 
Web 33 we4 Bd5 34 Hael Hes 
35 Bf5 2c7 36 Axc6 Wxe4+ 37 
Bxe4 £d1+ 0-1 Hulak—Jansson, 
Skara 1980. 

(b) 13 Bel. On which side will 
Black’s king be more secure? 

(b1) 13... Bd8!? 14 a4 (14 g3? 
&c5 threatened AgxeS in 
Antonov—Timmer, Biel 1989; 15 
b4 wb6—+ did not help.) 14... 
a5 15 Ha3 (15 Ad2 Ab6F) 15... 
2b4 16 Ac4 (16 Bed Bc5 17 
Meel Ab6+) 16... 2xel 17 Exel 
(17 2d6+? Sf8 18 Bxel Adxe5) 
17 ... 0O-O 18 2a3 bS 19 2dé6! 
Wa7 20 De3 Bfe8F C. Hansen. 

(b2) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 a4 a5 15 
a3 (15 2c3?! Wbé!) 15... 2b4 
16 He3 (16 Be2? 2xa3 17 Bxa3 
AdxeS!; 16 Ac4! Ab6= Kuznet- 
sov—Kopylov, Volgograd 1964) 16 
... H6 17 c3 Sc5 18 Be2 Bd5! 
was quite pleasant for Black in 
Sax—Kovatevic, Sarajevo 1982, 
but White generated counterplay: 
19 c4 Bd7 20 Ac2 Bhd8 21 h4 
Hd3 22 hS “f8 23 ga3 Bdl+ 24 
Bh2 {5 25 Wh4 gxa3 26 Bxdl 
Hxd1 27 Axa3 Abd7 28 We7 wd8 
29 Wxd8+ &xd8 30 c5 Bd3 31 
“Ac4co. 

EOS 33 We7 
11 = Hel &c5! 
11... a5?! 12 a4 $b4 (12 ... 


$c5) 13 c3 &e7 14 HAd2 0-0 15 
Ab3! Hfd8 16 h4 }f8 17 2d2 
2d7 18 hS Wb6 19 We4 h6 20 
Zadi #h8 21 acl Bad8 22 Ed4 
Wa7 23 Bg4 Dh7 24 ge4 f5!? 25 
ef Ahxf6 26 Bg6 2f8 27 &c2 
gave White rather the better of 


things in Tukmakov—Bagirov, 
Rostov 1971. 

12 &d2 0-0 

13. Ab3 


13 292!? aS 14 hi Baes?! 
15 f4 £57! 16 Df3 h6 17 Dh4 was 
good for White in Conquest—D. 
Werner, Bad Worishofen 1990. 
Black should try 14... a4!?, pre- 
paring ... f6. 

13) ss &b6 
14. c4 

14 $g2 unpins the f-pawn but 
is rather slow. Nonhoff—Griin, 
Bundesliga 1982, continued 14... 
a5 15 a4 He7 16 2d2 &c5 17 
@xc5 #xc5 and Black was ready 
to use the d-file. 


Ly eee De7 
IS 2d2 a5 
16 &c3 ad 
17 &d2 gad! 


By simple means Black has 
achieved a very promising pos- 
ition. The removal of a key defen- 
der of the e-pawn forces some 
major structural weaknesses. 


18 292 &xc3 
19 be = fd8 
20 =«—f4 Ac§ 


With a knight on d4 White’s 
position would make some sense, - 
so Black pre-empts this by threat- 
ening a knight invasion of his own. 
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\fter the exchange of knights, 
Vhite’s position will forevermore 
e thoroughly passive: 21 Ae4 
yxe4 22 Sxe4 WaS 23 We3 Bd7 
4 Had! Had8 25 Bxd7 Bxd7 26 
og2 g6 27 Be2 wd8 28 g4 Ac8 
9 &g3 a3 (Prepares a route for 
he knight into White’s position, 
yhilst this bold pawn cannot be 
aptured without allowing a nasty 
rick, as we shall see.) 30 h4 Db6 
1 WcS Da4 32 Wxa3 2d3+! 33 
¢xd3 Wxd3+ 34 $f2 Axc3 35 
fe3 Ad1+ 36 Sf3 wfl+ 37 Se4 
yxc4+ 38 Sf3 wl+ 39 de4 
\xe3. Black’s combination has led 
O a queen and pawn ending with 
n extra pawn and by far the 
afer king. The game concluded 40 
wa8+ $g7 41 dxe3 Wel+ 42 
bf3 Wdl+ 43 ge3 Wel+ 44 
bf3 wxh4 45 Wxb7 wWwh3+ 46 
ped Wxgd 47 Wb2 Wdl 48 de3 
5 49 {5 Wel+ 50 d3 wfl+ 51 
pd4 Wel+ 52 &c4 ef 53 Was 
¥25 O-1. 


Barua—Landenbergue 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1986 


e4 Df6 2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 AF3 
g4 5 g£e2 c6 6 0-0 &xf3 7 
.xf3 de 8 de e6 9 We2 4d7 
10 4 

This is the most commonly 
layed move, but seems rather 
bliging as the knight is well 
ayed on e7, ready to pressurise 
) from g6, while White has weak- 
ied d3 and deprived the queen’s 
night of the c4 square. In any 
ise 10 c4 has achieved dismal 


practical results, which are largely 
responsible for the harmless repu- 
tation of 6 0-0. 

1) - a Bye7 

ll &g4 

11 b3 is no more successful than 
on the previous move. After 11... 
A\g6 12 2b2, both 12... Wc7 and 
12... WgS are promising: 

(a) 42+... eT 13 GolvS?! (13 
Bel? @b4 or 13 ... Bd8: 13 
Re4!? DAgxeS 14 f4 DAgé 15 £5 
ALf4 16 Wf3 eS Thorsteinsson— 
Westerinen, Reykjavik 1976) 13... 
Adxe5 14 f4 Ad7 15 f5 0-0-0! 16 
fe (16 fg? hg—+) 16... fe 17 Wxe6 
(17 &xg6? 2c5+ 18 thi hg 
19 h3 Wg3 20 Bf3 Bxh3+ 0-1 
Miolo—Kovacevic, Surakarta 
1983) 17... 2d6 18 2xg7 Bhg8 
19 @h6 2xh2+ 20 ehi ge5+ 
MeStrovic—Kovacevic, Yugo- 
slavia 1981. 

(b) 12... Wg5 13 Hel (13 Ac3 
@dxeS5 14 ohl Axf3 15 wxf3 
Ah4 16 Wh3 0O-O0-0F Hardicsay— 
Suba, Budapest 1976; 13 g3 Adxe5S 
14 22 0-0-0} Manoj Kumar- 
Schulte, Oakham 1986) 13 ... 
&b4 14 We3 Wxe3 15 Hxe3 0-0-0 
16 g3 a5 17 &hS &c7 18 
&xg6 hg 19 Be2 Ac5 20 Ad2?! 
Ad3 21 Bcd Axe5 22 Rxe5 
Axe5 23 &g2 Ad3 24 Ae4 Bh5 
25 h4 {6 26 a3 g5 27 hg f5 28 Ad2 
Bxg5 29 Be3 f4 30 Be4 Mc5 0-1 
Hernandez-—G. Garcia, Granma Z 
1987. 

11 2f4 turns out to place the 
bishop badly, provided Black 
responds correctly. 
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(a) 11... We7 12 4c3 (12 Bel 
Ag6 13 223 2b4 14 Ac3 Axc3 
15 be 0-0-0 and Black is much 
better after either 16 2e4 Dc5 17 
Sc2 Hd7 18 We3 Wa5 19 f4 Bhd8 
20 £5 ef 21 &xf5 Ae6 Chekhover— 
Kopylov, Leningrad 1954 or 16 
h4 4c5 17 Hadi WaS 18 We3 De7 
19 2294 h5 20 Wg5 We7 21 @xh5 
&f5 Aronin—Furman, Odessa 
1952) 12... g5 13 He4 &g7 14 
4d6+ &f8 15 2g3 Dg6 16 2hs 
&xe5+ Sherzer-Horn, Rio Gal- 
legos 1987. White should have 
taken the g-pawn. 

(b) 11... Ag6 12 2g3 WaS! (12 
... Wc7? 13 &bS5! and now either 
capture on e5 fails to an advance 
of the f-pawn, so Rausch—Blau, 
Hessen 1969 continued 13... 2e7 
14 f4 @h4 15 Ac3 &xg3 16 hg 
0-0 17 Ae4t. 12 ... Rc5!? pins 
the f-pawn and intends ... 2d4. 
Timmer—Bohm, Holland 1986 
continued 13 @hS WgS 14 2xg6 
hg 15 @d2 WhS 16 @f3 g5 17 
Hfdi! g4 18 Ad4 and now 18 
... 0-0-0 would have been quite 
good for Black.) 13 @h5 (13 Hel 
&b4 14 Dc3 &xc3 15 be 0-0 16 
We3 Hfd8 17 h4 &c5 18 Hadl 
“e7 19 2¢4 h6 20 Hd6 Bd7 21 
h5 Ac8 22 Hd4 Abb 23 (f4 wWxa2 
24 {5 Axc4 25 wh4 Abo 26 Bxd7 
Abxd7 27 Bdi ef 28 exf5 Af8 
29 We4 Ace6— + Findlay—Kova- 
cevic, Toronto 1989) 13 ... Ae7 
(13 ... AgxeS?! 14 f4 g6 15 fe gh 
16 Wxh5 0-0-0) 14 Ad2 (14 £4!) 
14... g6 15 DAe4 AS 16 224 
@xg3 17 fg e7F 18 Ao+ &xi6 


.. €6 


19 ef 0-0-0 20 a3 h5 21 2f3 Wed 
22 wf2 Sb8 23 b4 Wxf6 24 Hael 
DeS 25 Hed Axf3+ 26 gf Wc3 27 
We3 Wxe3+ 28 Hxe3 Bd2—+ 
Anka-—C. Horvath, Hungarian Ch 
(Budapest) 1989. 

11 Dc3 Wad 12 2f4 (12 Hel 
Ag6) 12... Ag6 13 &g3 and now 
Anand considered 13 ... Agxes 
very strong since 14 2h5 g6 15 
f4 is ineffective. Instead Sherzer— 


Burgess, Prestwich 1990 con- 
tinued 13 ... AdxeS 14 hS5 
0-0-0 (14 ... 2e7!? Galliamova) 


15 f4 weS5+? (After 15 ... Ad7 
White has some compensation.) 
16 hi Axc4 17 f5 Bd2 18 Wel! 
ef 19 b3! We3 20 bc! Wxc3 21 
BxfS5+— wd4 22 £d5 1-0. 

‘11 2d2 We7 (After 11... Ag6 
12 2c3 Wg5, 13 Hel Dh4 is 
equal, but in Perenyi—Popov, 
Berlin 1988, 13 g3 AgxeS 14 2g2 
wed 15 We2 hS 16 Ad2 0-0-0 
17 Hael Dd7 gave White quite 
reasonable compensation. Black 
could consider 15 ... Wxc4) 12 
&e3 (108). Black has tried three 
moves: 
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(a) 12...0-0-0 13 Ad2? (13 b4!? 
c500) 13... Ag6 14 Bael AdxeS! 
15 2e4 Df44 Kostro—Maciejew- 
ski, Poland 1973. 

(b) 12... g5 13 Ad2 (13 BhS? 
&g7 14 Hel Sg6 15 2xg6 hg 16 
@d2 f5! 17 Hadi 2fsF 
Matanovic—Knezevic, Belgrade 
1965) and rather than 13 ... 2g7? 
14 He4!+ Karasev—Bagirov, Riga 
1970, Bagirov recommends 13... 
Ag! 14 Ded Re7 15 D6+ Axf6 
16 ef 2d6 17 g3 eS. 

(c) 12... Ag6 13 Bel Hd8!? (13 

. a5 14 a3 &c5 with ideas of 
placing the bishop on b8; 13 ... 
@c5 14 ge4 0-0-0 15 &2xg6 hg 
16 g3? Dd3 17 Hdl @xf2! 18 
Exd8+ Wxd8 19 wWxf2 2c5 20 
WxceS Wdl+ + Avshalumov— 
Sergeev, Leningrad 1979; 13 ... 
0-0-0 14 b4 2e7 15 Wb2 Af4 16 
me4 [5 17 &c2 cS 18 DS g5 19 
“@d2 {8 20 Afl D8&g6 21 De3 
@®h4 22 a4 b6 23 a5 and now in 
Qwint-—P. Cramiing, corres. 1982, 
Black should have played 23 ... 
Wb70o) 14 b4 (14 Ad2? AdxeS) 14 
®. Se7 (Threatens ... Qdxe5!) 15 
Wb2 (15 a3?! aS+) 15... 0-0 16 
g3 Db6! 17 Wb3 f6! Black embarks 
on an attack down the f-file, while 
it is not clear how White should 
seek counterplay. Day—Segal, 
Dubai ol 1986, continued 18 ef 
2xf6 19 &xf6 (After 19 24 
‘e5! 20 2xe6+ h8, both 21 
M\d2 Hxd2 22 2xd2 Wd6 23 c5 
Wxd2 24 cb Ad3—+ and 21 &xe5 
@xe5 22 Ac3 Aad! 23 Axad 
i@xal 24 Hxal WeS> illustrate 


Black’s ideas well.) 19... Bxf6 20 
c57! (20 222 AeS 21 Ac3 A3+ 
+) 20... AdS 21 2g2 Bdf8 22 
f4 (22 Bfl WeS 23 Ad2 Bxf2—+; 
22 He2 Agfa!) 22 ... Agxf4! 23 gf 
wxf4 24 Da3 Bhol—+ 25 wg3 
(25 h3 wWf2+ 26 ehi Af4) 25 
... Wxb4 26 2e4 Dc3! 27 Bc2 
Wxce5S+ 28 We3 Axe4 0-1. 
Iieens we7 
The immediate 11... h5 is also 
feasible. 12 2xh5?! f5! threatens 
... Wh4 and... @d4, so Bonsch— 
Bagirov, Berlin 1979, proceeded 
instead 12 &2h3 Wc7 13 Hel (13 
f4 transposes back to the main 
game.) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 c3 (14 
225? wxe5!) 14... Dg6 15 f4 (15 
RgS Re7 16 Rxe7 Dxe7 17 f4=) 
1Su.. &b4 16 23 2x3 17 be 
wWaS 18 wf2 Se7 19 Babi gé! 
with roughly level chances. 
12 f4 h5 
More reserved approaches are 
12... 0-0-0 13 &e3 AfS 14 xf5 
ef 15 wf2 (15 Wc2 g6 16 Wa4 aS!) 
15... b6 16 Ad2 Ac5 17 AL3 Ded 
18 Wc2 &e7 19 a3 cSF Gligori¢c— 
Vidmar, Yugoslav Ch (Belgrade) 
1945 and 12... Af5 13 Ac3 0-0-0 
14 eis ef 1S He3 Bed 16 
Aa4 2xe3+ 17 Wxe3 Abb 4-4 
Kristiansen—Knezevic, Reykjavik 
1984. 


13. gh3 
13 &xh5?! DFS threatens 14... 
2c5+ and 14... Ad4; 14 g3 
Ad4!F. 
| eee 0-0-0 


13... DLS 14 Sxf5 (14 Ac3) 14 
wow CF 15066 (15 263) 15 .... e5 
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16 ef+ + exf7 17 We2 g6 18 Ad2 
Wb6 19 Shi 2g7 20 Eb1 Hae8 
21 b4 He4F Gaiduk—Chnishev, 
Moscow 1950. 
14. Ac3 

Botvinnik—Flohr, Nottingham 
1936, one of the first few games 
with the Flohr-Agzamov Vari- 
ation, saw instead 14 2e3 @f5 
(14 ... g5!?) 15 &xfS ef 16 wf2 
waS 17 @d2 Ab6 18 a3 (18 
@hi!?00) 18 ... Md3F 19 Bfdl 
&e7 20 cS AdS 21 Ac4 Bxdl+ 
22 Hxdl Wa4 23 Hcl h4 24 b4h3 
25 g3 Ed8 26 Wc2 Wxc2 27 Bxc2 
Sd7 28 $f2 Se6 29 &cl g6 30 
&b2 Ha8 31 AaS Bb8 32 of3 
&2d8 33 DAb3 Sd7 34 Ad4 Has 
35 He2 Re7 36 Db3 2f8 4-4. 

Sane g5!? (109) 

Rather an audacious move. The 
faint-hearted may prefer 14... Af5 
15 &xf5 ef 16 a3 2c5+ 17 hl 
2d4 18 DAa4 |f8! 19 Bhi Deb 
20 b4 g6 21 c5 f6 which was 
quite good for Black in Ustinov— 
Bagirov, Vilnius 1960. 


AxeS 
\7g6 


17 &e3 Ag4 

18 gl ac5 
Even without the direct threats 
to the white king, Black’s exchang- 
ing manoeuvre was a very good 

idea on positional grounds. 


19 «g3 axgl 

20 &xgl 24e5 

21 =Hadl Exdl 

22 ~@xdl h4! 

23g nd8 

24 £g2 id4 
Black’s) moves flow very 


smoothly. By simple means the 
deficiencies of the white position 
are laid bare. The game concluded 
dramatically: 25 Ae3 Af4 26 wf2 
h3 27 2f3 We7 28 Wh4 WeS 29 
b4 @xf3+ 30 Bxf3 Bdi+ 31 $f2 
Hd2+ 32 ofl wd4 33 g6 Bxh2 
34 Bxf4 Wal+ 0-1. 


Zuse—D. Paulsen 
Bundesliga 1989/90 


1 e4 Of6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 D3 
2g4 5 Re2 c6 
6 gS RFS 

6... &xe2?! 7 Wxe2 de 8 de e6 
9 0-0 Ad7 (9 .... 2e7 10 De4 0-0 
ll ct; 9 .., WOTIO Rares i 
@f3 De7 12 Abd2 |Agé 13 Ac4! 
bS 14 2d6+ &xd6 15 ed Wb7 
16 h4 gave White a devastating 
initiative in Tseshkovsky—Hort, 
Manila IZ 1976. Instead 11... b5 
12 c4 be 13 Wxc4 gives White a 
solid positional advantage.) 10 c4 
(10 f4 2e7 11 Se4 can be met by 
11... bS 12 hi Bc5 13 Abd2 
Wb6 or 11 ... Bc5 12 Axc5 
&xc5+ 13 Shi 0-0.) 10... Ae7 
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(10... D5b6 11 Hdl! We7 12 f4 
&e7 13 De4 0-0 14 Se3 Dad 15 
b3 Dac5 16 Abc3+ Ermenkov-— 
Popov, Bulgarian Ch 1985) 11 
“c3 (11 Bdi We7!?) 11... HFS (11 
... We7 12 f4 @f5 13 Shi hS?! 14 
Ace4 Hc5 15 Rdl Axed 16 Axe4 
Re7 17 2e3 cS 18 2f2 g6 19 
h3+ Tseshkovsky—Maciejewski, 
Bucharest 1974) 12 Bd1l #e7 (12 

. cS 13 @f34 Adamski; 12 ... 
wWe7?! 13 ®ce4! ge7 14 af 
@xe5 15 c5! 0-0 16 Dxh7! Bfd8 
17 AhgS Bxdi+ 18 Bxdl 2d8 
19 &@xf7!!+ Novopashin—Agza- 
mov, Riga 1976) 13 @ce4 c5 14 f4 
(14 whS?! g6 15 Wh3 h6 16 f3 
wWe7 17 g4 }d4 18 Dxd4 cd 19 
ixd4 @xe5 20 2f4 g5+ Baleev— 
Kopylov, Beltsy 1972) 14... Wec7 
(14... Bd4 15 wf2 Dbs 16 b4!) 
15 ge3!+ h6 16 Af3 0-0-0? (16 
eh) 17 @f2:-b5 18°a3f6? (18... 
Bhe8) 19 4c3! fe 20 AbS Wb8 21 
&xeS xe5 22 fe a6 23 Dd6+ led 
to a rout in Petrik—Cibulka, Stary 
Smokovec 1973. 

The point of the text is that if 
White insists on an exchange of 
bishops, Black would prefer to 
leave White’s queen on d3 or g4, 
rather than her ideal post, e2. 

7 x2g4 

7 a3 was introduced in Short— 
Benjamin, World Junior Ch 
(Dortmund) 1980. Black could 
now try 7 ... Wa5+!? when 8 
$d2?! wb6 and 8 4d2?! |bé4 are 
both pleasant for Black, while 8 
c3 de 9 de e6 10 0—0 (10 b4? Wc7) 
10... Ad7 11 c4 (11 £42! 2xbl 12 


Bxbl Wb6+ 13 ghi xc3) 11 
... De7 12 f4 h6 intending 13... 
g5!? yields interesting play. Best is 
8 b4 Wa4 9 c4 Wxdl+ 10 @xdl 
&xb1i though Black should not 
be worse. Instead Short—-Benjamin 
continued 7... h6 8 Af3 de 9 de 
e6 10 c4 (For 10 0-0 see 7 0-0 
below.) 10... Ae7 11 Ad4 @Bd7 
12 £4 Wb6?! (12 ... 2e4!?) 13 Dc3 
@cS§ 14 ge3 Bd8 (14... Wxb2 
15 Adb5) 15 b4 Ad34+ 16 2xd3 
Bxd4 17 We2 2xd3 18 wd2 Hf5 
19 &xd4 wxd4 20 0-0-0 e7 
21 g3! and a winning ending for 
White resulted. 

7 0-0 de (7... e6) 8 de h6 9 @f3 
e6. Now 10 4d4 &h7 offers White 
little, while the attempt to return 
to standard lines with 10 2d3 is 
of course met by 10... 2g4!. 
After 10 a3, 10... aS 11 c4 Dbb6 
12 Wb3 a4 13 Wc3 D8d7 14 @d4 
2g6 15 {4 &cS held the balance 
in Karpov—Klings, Bensheim 
simultaneous 1983, but more pur- 
poseful play, by Black at any rate, 
was seen in Sanz Alonso—Fernan- 
dez Garcia, Salamanca 1990: 10 
... DAT 11 c4 De7 12 Rf4 g5 13 
2g3 &g7 14 Dc3 Dge 15 Ad4 
&xe5 16 BxeS AdxeS 17 g4 
&xg4 18 A2xg4 Dxe4 19 Wxgd 
He5 20 wg3 wxd4 21 Bfel Dg6 
22 He4 0-0 23 Had! Wxb2 0-1. 

7 f4 is less good than Maus’ 
idea 6 c4 DHE 7 DAgS Af5 8 £4, 
since c4 will now be met by ... 
&)b4. Krauss—Kindl, Wiesbaden 


" 1987 continued 7... e6 8 0-0 2e7 


9 2d3?! @xd3 10 Wxd3 axg5 
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11 fg de 12 de Ad7 13 We2 We7 
14 Bel 0-0 15 c4 De7 16 &d2 
DgoF. 

7 &h5!? is a move with a much 
higher pedigree. After 7 ... g6 8 
224 axed (8 ... Wd7 9 &xf5 
wxf5 10 g4 is given as + by 
Marjanovic, though this is far 
from clear.) 9 Wxg4 it is not so 
easy for Black to equalise. 9 ... de 
(9 ... Wd7 10 We2 £g7 11 0-0 
@c7 12 ed Wxd6 13 Hel h6 14 
&f4 wd8 15 Af3 Deo 16 SeS5+ 
Matulovic—Popov, Zemun 1983) 
10 de h6 (10... 2g7?! 11 e6+) 11 
Ae4 wd7! (11... 227? 12 e6 0-0 
13 ef+ @h8 14 h4!) 12 We2 (12 
e6!? Wxe6 13 Wxe6 fe 14 DAc5 Ad7! 
equalises: 15 @xb7? a5 16 2d2 
&g7—+; 15 Dxe6 Sf7 16 Axf8 
@xf8=) 12... 287 (12... Ha6 13 
0-0 227 14 c4?! Hb6 15 c5 AdS 
16 f4 0-0-0 17 2d2 f5 18 ef Dxf6 
19 %c3 Wd5 picked up the c5 
pawn in Bednarski—Behrhorst, 
Berlin 1985.) 13 f4 Da6 14 a3 
(Marjanovic suggests 14 0—0!? 0-0 
15 c4; Black may choose instead 
to castle long.) 14 ... 0-0 15 0-0 
f6 16 ef ef 17 {5 Bfe8 18 wd3 
We7 19 4g3 g5 20 b4 Had8 was 
Marjanovic—Kovatevic, Pula 
1984. Black’s control of the centre 
files more than compensated for 
the inactivity of the g7 bishop. 

cee axg4 

An unlikely-looking alternative 
is 7... Wd7, though White can 
only maintain a small plus: 

8 2xfS WxfS 9 0-0!? de 10 de 
Wxe5?! (10 ... e6) 11 c4 DL 12 


wd8+ $xd8 13 Axf7+ Ses 14 
&xe5+ Naumkin—Arkhangelsky, 
Moscow 1984. 

8 wf3!? e6 (8 ... &xg4? 9 
wxf7+ d8 10 h3! &f5 11 
e6+—)9 &xf5 ef 10 0-0 (10 We2 
de 11 de a6 12 0-0 0-0-0 13 c4 
Adb4 14 Ac3 Dc5 15 Le3 Abd3 
16 Hadi h6 17 &xcS &xc5 18 
e6 fe 19 Axe6 Ede8 20 Axc5 
@Axc5 21 Bxd7 Zxe2= Kempen— 
Eisenmann, corres. 1990) 10 ... 
a6 (10 ... Re7 11 c4 DAb4 12 
we2+) 11 c4 @dc7 12 ed (12 
2f4+ Winsnes) 12 ... &xd6 13 
Bel+ &e7 14 4c3 0-0 15 d5 cd 
16 DxdS AxdS 17 Wxd5 Wxd5 18 
cd 2f6= Pirrot-Werner, Saar- 
louis 1986. 

8 wxeg4 de 

8...h6?! invites 9 Ae4! when the 
weakness of d6 causes problems. 
Instead, Adams—Burgess, Prest- 
wich 1990, continued 9 Af3?! de 
10 de e6 11 0-0 Dd7 12 a3?! We7 
13 Bel 0-0-0 14 c4 %e7 15 b4 
g5! 16 Wd4 c5 (16 ... &g7 17 
Wxa7 Dxe5 and since 18 Wa8+? 
d7! 19 Bdl+ 4d5 fails, White 
has nothing better than 18 @xe5 
&xeS5 19 Ba2F.) 17 wed Ac67! 
(17... cb 18 ab c6, as suggested 
by Anand, gives Black a powerful 
initiative.) 18 @c3 cb 19 AbS! 
AcS? 20 we3 Wb6?! 21 ab Aaé 22 
We2+— g4 23 ge3 gf 24 wxf3 
@Dd4 25 axd4 Bxd4 26 Axd4 
Wxd4 27 Hed! 1-0. Naturally, 8 
-.. €6 may be considered. 

9 de 
9 wfS!? is a sharp alternative. 
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Note that this position can also 
be reached via the move order 7 
2d3 2xd3 8 Wxd3 de 9 wfS5. 
The resultant play is of a rather 
forcing nature, though with accur- 
ate play Black’s chances are 
reasonable. 9... £6 10 @xh7 ed 11 
0-0 (1/0) (11 Wh5+?! od7 12 
@xf6+?? ef 13 Wxh8? @b44+; 11 
c4!? dc 12 WhS+ @d7 13 @xf6+ 
was obscure in Rayner—Wester- 
inen, Glasgow 1976.) and Black 
should opt for active defence: 


(a) 11... e627! 12 Bel ge7 13 
we4! 

(b) 11... e5?! 12 c4 Dc7 13 £4! 
and now 13... Wd7 14 whS+ 
@d8 15 fe We8 16 Wxe8+ Sxe8 
17 Axf8 Bxf8 would leave White 
only a little better. Instead Vasiu- 
kov—Bagirov, Baku 1972 con- 
tinued 13... Ad7? 14 AgS! Bh6 
15 fe g6 16 Wf2 AxeS 17 Ded f5 
18 225! Ag4 19 Wg3 wd7 20 
wxg4! fg 21 Af6+ fd8 22 
@xd7+ &xd7 23 Bf7+ Seb 24 
Bxf8+—. 

(c) 11... Wd6! aims for counter- 


play against h2. 12 c4 de 13 be (13 © 


@xc3) 13... Ad7 14 Wg6+ od8 
15 Bdl DeS 16 We2 (16 wed? f5 
17 Wxf5 g6!) and rather than the 
dreadful 16... 26217 Axf8+ Bxf8 
18 2a3 Wc7 19 c4+— of Dobsa- 
Bullockus, corres. 1976, Black 
should naturally unpin with 16 
. @c7, when Black’s chances 
should certainly be no worse. 
oP es 06 
10 0-0 ®d7 
10 ... We7 11 Bel (11 f4 ad7 
12 c4 2c5+ 13 ghi h5! with 
the rather blatant intention of ... 
Ae7—f5 and...h4)11...h6 (Viable 
now that 12 e4 drops the e- 
pawn.) 12 Af3 Ad7 13 b3 (13 a3?! 
transposes to Adams—Burgess in 
the note to Black’s 8th move, 
above.) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 2b2 gS! 
15 Abd2 Hg8 16 Ded Sb8 17 
Had?! (17 a3) 17... ab4!F 18 
c3 ge7 19 c4 Af4 20 2c3 (20 
h4? Axg2!) 20... AcS 21 Bxd8+ 
Exd8 22 AxcS 2xc5 23 h4 wh6 
24 @h2 axf2 25 Bfl Wwe3—+ 
Pavlov—Jansson, Sweden 1978. 
ll c4 De7 (111) 
11... Ab4?! 12 We2 a5 13 Ac3 
We7 14 a3 BDa6 15 Bf4! 2e7 
(15 ... h6 16 Age4! AxeS? 17 
WhS!+—) 16 WhS gave White a 
substantial advantage in Ciocal- 
tea—Westerinen, Bucharest 1974. 
12 gf4 
12 wf4 &f5 is not really menac- 
ing, as 13 g4 can be met by simply 
13... Ah6, and 13 Axf7? &xf7 
14 94 by 14... g5! 15 WE3 DxeS. 
12 es Ae6 
13. Hel Re7 
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14. £3 fy5 
15 23 hs 

16 Weg3 ed 
17 wh3 ob4 


Already it is clear that the open- 
ing has been a complete success 
for Black. 


18 Abd2 “xd2 
19 &xd2 wd3! 
20 = Hadl 0-0-0 
21 a3 Re7 
22. «4 Dh4 
23.—s Hcl wWe6 
24 «=®F3 aN be) 
25 &£xa7 wed 
26 «=Ked4 Ed3 


By original means Black is for- 
cing open lines towards the white 
king. 

27 =wxe4 hg 


28 =Ad4 g3 
29 ®xf5 ef 
30 -Hd4 Zb3 
31 =sohg b6 


The pressure has finally resulted 
in a material gain. The remainder 
is a largely technical matter. 32 
&xb6 Bxb6 33 b4 c5 34 Ed5 cb 
35 c5 Bbh6 36 Sf2 ba 37 c6 Bhi 
38 Bc2 Ebi 39 Ha5 Ehhi 40 


c6 


Ba8+ 2b8 41 a7 Bb2 42 Ba8+ 
éc7 43 Ba7+ &b6 44 Bb7+ 
$a6 45 Bcxb2 ab 46 Exb2 
2c5+ 47 ge2 &b6 48 $d3 
Bcl 49 24 fg 50 f5 Bdi+ 51 &c4 
Hd4+ 52 &b3 Be4 53 Bc2 &c7 
54 Bd2 }b5 55 Bd7 He3+ 56 
éc2 &xc6 57 f6 gf 0-1. 


Sisniega—Fernandez Garcia 
Salamanca 1987 


1 e4 Af6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 dé 4 D3 
2e4 5 Re2 c6 6 DS 2F5 
7 6 fe 

7 ... &xe6 8 Dxe6 fe gives 
White a number of promising 
lines. 

(a) 9 c4 @f6 (The knight is 
needed on the kingside: 9... Ac7?! 
10 £d3) 10 g4!? (10 Bc3 eS! 11 
de de 12 Wxd8+ @xd8 13 ge3 
Abd7 14 0-0-0 gc7 15 g4 h6 
was at least OK for Black in 
Velimirovic—Kovacevic, Vinkovei 
1982) 10 ... e5°20'... G6 TT 
11 gS Afd7 12 2d3 g6 13 h4t 
Marjanovic. 

(b) 9 Wd3!? is probably best met 
by 9 ... Da6, as the alternatives 
are not appealing: 9 ... ad7?? 10 
2h5+;9... 26? 10 h4!; 9... Ac7?! 
10 Ad3+ (heading for f3 and gS); 
9... WaS+ 10 2d2;9... Af 10 
0-0 Abd7 11 f4 g6 (11... e5 12 fe 
de 13 de ®xe5 14 Wg3+) 12 
@d2!+, again heading for g5 in 
Ivanovic—Kovacevic, Novi Sad 
1984. 

(c) 9 24 is the normal move, 
but may not be strongest. 

(cl) 9 ... Was 10 3 Sic? 
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11 0-0 @d7 12 b4 wd5 13 a3 
(Threatens to trap the queen.) 13 
arto 14255 Wi7 (14... Web 15 
b5+; 14... e415 c4 We6 16 S24 
WI7 17 £3!+) 15 b5 d5 16 be be 
17 2g4! D6 18 2h3 e6 19 c4!+ 
exposed the black king in Smagin— 
Galakhov, USSR 1983. 

(c2) 9... Ac7 10 We2 (10 0-0 
@d7 11 Hel e5 12 2xd7+ Wxd7 
13 de d5 is perfectly satisfactory 
for Black; 10 Wd3!? g6 11 225 
&g7 12 Ad2 eS 13 0-0-0 4d7 14 
“ed (Sinkko—Ziese, corres. 1977) 
14... Af6 15 de Dxe4 16 Wed 
&xe5 17 f4 227 18 f5) 10... Ad7 
11 0-O Af6 (11 ...e5 12 de!? AxeS 
13 2h3 (Dolmatov, Smagin) gives 
White a powerful initiative; one 
idea is to fling the f-pawn up the 
board.) 12 2h3 g6 13 Ad2 287 
14 Df3 h6 15 Bel Wd7 16 &d2 g5 
forced White to initiate exchanges 
on e6, with approximate equality, 
in Hernandez—Fernandez, Thes- 
saloniki ol 1988. 

8 &h5+ 

Apart from the normal 8 g4, 
White can try two other squares 
for this bishop. 

8 224 Af69 2xfS 9 h3 axg4 
10 hg e5) 9... ef 10 0-0 Wd7 11 
Bel Da6 12 wf3 Dc7 13 Wb3 h6 
14 Wf7+ d8 15 Dh3 c6 16 Weg6 
we8 17 Wg3 g5 gave Black a sound 
extra pawn in Pesch—Hanisch, W. 
Germany 1985, though the pos- 
ition needs some organising. 

8 2d3 Aab6 9 0-0 Dac7 10 c4 
Af6 11 Ac3 g6 12 Bel &g7 13 
&xf5 ef 14 Wb3 (Gufeld—Bagirov, 


Tbilisi 1971) 14... Bb8!F. 
‘paar £6 
9 4 “fo?! 

Black should certainly prefer 9 
... &xec2 10 Wxe2 gh when the 
knight has a choice of captures: 

(a) 11 Axh7?! gives Black two 
options: 11... Wb6 12 Axf8 Bxf8 
13 2e3 Dxe3 14 fe waS5+ 15 
Ac3 Wg5 16 0-0-0 £d7 17 Wb3 
4a6+ Wason-—Zeh, corres. 1967 
and 11... hg 12 Wg6+ &d7 13 
AgsS Af6 14 d5!? waS+ 15 Ac3 
(Perenyi—Sindik, Kecskemet 1980) 
15 ... Bg&8 whereupon 16 de+? 
&c7 17 Wfi7 a6 leaves the white 
queen in trouble. 

(b) 11 Axe6 (J12). Black has a 
safe continuation and an adven- 
turous one: 


(b1) 11... Wd7 12 wfS Bg8!? 
(12... DAf6 13 0-0!?) 13 Ac3 AL 
14 g5 of7 15 Ad8+ Se8 16 
Heb &f7 4-4 Matsuura—Segal, 
Brazilian Ch 1988. 

(b2) 11... Wa5+4+ 12 2d2 DAb4 
13 Wb3 (13 We4?! D8&a6 14 a3 
wd5+ Lorenz) 13... A8a6 140-0 


- wd5 15 &xb4 Wxb3 16 ab Dxb4 
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17 Ac7+ Sd7 18 Axa8 Dab gave 
Black good structural compen- 


sation in Bastian—Griin, Bad 
Neunahr 1980. 

10 gf “xh5 

11 fg 


Naturally 11 fe also comes into 
consideration, but the text log- 
ically exposes the black king. 


1) oe hg 

12. Axe6 WaS+ 
13. Ac3 ab 
14. «d5! 6 
15 wd3 Zg8 
16 de Ab4 
17 Wwe2 be 

18 a3 Abd5 
19 2d2 &d7 
20 «0-0-0 Axec3 
210 =&xc3 2h6+7! 


Now White’s initiative becomes 
overwhelming: 22 @b1 Wb5 23 
Ed3 Ad5 24 a2d4 Af4 25 Axf4 
&xf4 26 Hel Bae8 (26... e5 27 
We4+ Sc7 28 We6 Hgd8 29 ge3 
does not help Black.) 27 a4! wa5 
28 Bb3 &c7 29 2c3 Wxa4 30 
2b4 1-0. 


Deev—Agzamov 
Erevan 198] 


1 e4 Af6 2 &5 Hd5 3 d4 d6 4 Af3 
&g4 5 £e2 c6 6 Des 2f5 7 e6 
fe 
8 924 
9 2d3 
9 h4 h6 10 Axe6 Wd7 11 Af4 
@xf4 (11... 2f7 12 c4 Db6 13 
b3 Hab 14 2b2 0-0-0 15 Ac3 
We8 16 Ag? Ac7 17 He3 d5 18 c5 
“@d7 19 £4 @xcSoo Malaniuk-— 
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Sergeev, Kiev 1984.) 12 @xf4 ®a6 
13 hS &h7 14 wd2 e6 15 Bh3 
Se7 16 Ha3 0-0 17 Re3 Ac7 18 
c4?! bS5! 19 g5 &xg5 20 &xg5 hg 
21 wxg5 b4 22 Dbl e5 23 ag4 
2f5 24 Bg3 2xg4 25 Wxg4 wt7 
26 Hg2 ed 27 Ad2 Hae8+ fl 
fHe6 29 wxd4 Hh6 30 He4 Dc6 
31 wxd6 wxh5 32 Sg3 wh3 33 
wxc6 Bhf6 34 De4 Wxg24+ 35 
&xg2 Af4+ 0-1 Ulybin—Dreev, 
Sochi 1986. 

9 Axe6 Wd7 10 Af4 gf7 (10 
... Axf4) 11 c4 DbG 12 b3 (Jasni- 
kowski’s 12 d5 can be met by 12 
... 65 13°de &xe6) 12 “ved 13d 
de 14 2d3 We7 15 Ac3 Dab 16 
2g5 296 17 wd2 Ac5F Tiirn- 
Keres, Estonian Ch (Tallinn) 1945. 

2 ae &xd3 
10 =Wxd3 AL6 (113) 

10 ... Aa6 11 Axh7 WaS+ 12 
c3 Af6 13 AgS Ac7?7! (13 ... Wd5) 
14 £3 cS 15 0-0 cd 16 cd g6 17 
A\c3 £h6 18 b4+ Majstorovic— 
Kopylov, corres. 1970. 

*10 ... g6 has been the normal 
move here, but gives White a 
pleasant choice: 

(a) 11 wf3 Affe 12 Axe6 wd7 
13 We2 Dabo (13... &f7 does not 
work very well with a weakened 
kingside.) 14 Ac3 Ac7 15 Axc7+ 
wxce7 16 225 &g7 17 0-0-0 
0-0-0 18 Sb1 Wd7?! 19 £34 e6? 
20 Hhel Ede8 21 Bd3 wf7 22 
Xe3+ Oll—Kulinski, Yaroslavl ~ 
1983. 

(b) 11 Ac3 Af6 (11 ... Ac7? 12 
Wf3; 11 ... Q2h6? 12 @xh7!+ | 
Frolov—Minich, Trnava 1989) 12_ 
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xe6 Wd7 13 We2 Da6 14h3 &c7 
| @&xc7+ Wxce7 16 225 0-0-0 
0-0-0 227 18 Bhel Bde8 19 
d3 e5 20 Re3 Dd7 21 de Bxes 
~BxeS 2xe5 23 f4 h6 24 fe hg 
/ e6 DeS was reasonable for 
ack in McDonald—Landen- 
rgue, Zug 1989. 
(c) 11 h4!? Df6? (11 ... a6) 12 
xe6 Wd7 13 We2 a6 (13 ... 
[7 14 hS!) 14 hS 4c7 (14... gh 
g5+—) 15 DAxc7+ Wxce7 16 hg 
g7 17 gS Wa5+ 18 2d2 wd5 19 
h4+ — Belotti-Herndl, Mitropa 
ip 1990. 
(d) 11 0-0 
(d1) 11... wd7 
(dil) 12 We2 Aa6 13 c4? (13 
xe6 Dac7 14 Axc7+ Axc7 15 
e1) 13... Adc7 14 wf3 (14 Bel 
e7T!+) 14... Rh6! 15 wf7+ 
d8 16 h3 (16 Axh7 &xcl 17 
xcl e5!= Dunworth) 16... Ab4 
“a3 2xg5 18 2xg5 we8 19 
[3 h5! was Thipsay—Agzamov, 
ilcutta 1986. The white king is 
grave danger down the h-file, 
ile the central pawn mass pro- 
ts the black king very well. 
(d12) 12 Hel Ha6 13 wf3 Dac7 
Wf7+ @d8 15 Ac3 (15 Axh7 
88 16 DgS d7; 15 Axe6+ 
ce6 16 Wxe6 Wxe6 17 Exe6 
i7=) 15 ... Axc3 16 be 2h6 
@xh7 We8 18 Ags 2xg5 19 
ce8+ dxe8 20 2xg5 gd7 21 
x2 Bh7 was about equal in 
istoffel_Idema, corres. 1984. 
d2) 11... &h6 12 Axe6 wd7 
We2 &xcl 14 Bxcl Daé (14 
@c7 15 Axc7+ Wxc7 16 Hel+t 


Euwe) 15 f4 Dac7 16 £5 Axe6 17 
fe Wc8 18 Dd2 0-0 19 Afl Af4 
Pineault—Wright, corres. 1985. 


11 = Axe6 
11 £3 Wd7 12 We2 Dab 13 Axe6 


4c7 14 ®xc7+ Wxe7 15 Ac3 
0-0-0 16 We6+ Wd7 17 Wxd7+ 
@®xd7 18 2f4 e5 19 de Axe5 20 
&Rxe5 He8 21 f4 de 22 f5 2b4 23 
de2 &xc3 24 be e4F Moss— 
Burgess, Hastings Challengers 
1989/90. 

11 We2!? Wd7 12 Dc3 Da 13 
&d2 Ac7 14 0-0-0 h6 (14... g6) 
15 Age4 0-0-0 16 h3 g57! (16... 
we8) 17 f4 gf 18 &xf4 227 19 
Bhfl Bdf8 20 dbl AfdS 21 acl 
We8 22 Axd5 gave White rather 
the better chances due to the weak- 
ness of Black’s kingside in Morris— 
Burgess, Birmingham (BUCA) 
1990, though a swindle was forth- 
coming: 22 ... cd?! 23 Ag3 Bxfl 
24 wxfl Wa4!? 25 AhS? (25 Wd3+) 
25... &xd4! 26 b3 WhbS!+. 


i ne wd7 
12 we2 of7! 
13 Dps+ dg8 
14 h3 


226 Flohr—Agzamov Variation: 5 .. 


14 £3 hS (14... Ba6) 15 We6+ 
wxe6 16 Axe6 Da6 17 g5 Ad5 18 
g6?! Bac7 19 Axc7 Axc7 20 Ac3 
e5 21 de He8 22 2f4 de 23 2d2 
Heb 24 0-0-0 h4 25 £e3 a5 26 
&e4 Hh5 27c3 2f5 28 Bhfl afa+ 
Hill—Burgess, Bristol Ch 1990. 


14 ve a6 
15 f4 hs 
16 Xgl hg 
17 hg e5 
18 de de 
is 65 


19 fe He8 20 e6 Wdé4 also fails 
to keep lines closed. 


i) Saas ach 
20 =&e3 2xe3 
21 Wxe3 Ad5 
22 wd2 we7 
23 —Ac3 a4 
24 =Ace4 Ed8 
25 Wwe3 Eh2 
26 =Wb3+ Ed5 


Black is much better, as White 
has no way of exploiting the pin. 
Note, for instance, 27 &d17? 
Wb4+! 28 Wxb4 He2+ 29 fil 
Hxdi+ mating. 


Smagin—Agzamov 
USSR Ch (Riga) 1985 


1 e4 Df6 2&5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 DAL3 
2245 Se2 c6 6 DgS 2f5 
7 2d3 &xd3 
7... Wd7?! 8 Wf3 26 (8 ... e6)9 
ed (9 24)9... e610 2xf5 (10 Ded) 
10... gf 11 c4 DAb4 12 Wb3 axd6 
13 c5 &xc5 14 dc Ad3+ 15 ge2 
Axcl+ 16 Bxcl 2g8 17 We3 we7 
18 Af3 Bxg2 19 Ac3 Ad7 20 Bgl 
Exgli 21 Xxgl 0-0-0 gave Black 


c6 


in Morris—D. 
Challengers 


interesting play 
Ledger, Hastings 
1990/1. 

8 wxd3 h6 

8 ... de 9 de h6 generally trans- 
poses, but cuts out some of Black’s 
options and gives White the extra 
possibilities 9 wfS (see 7 2g4 
&xe4 8 wxg4 de 9 wf5) and 10 
@®xf7 Sxf7 11 c4 WaS+ 12 2d2 
Ab4 13 w+ dg8 14 a3 c5oo 
(Hort). 

For 8 ... e6!, see the game 
Winsnes—Crocker. 

9 A#Ff3 

9 Hed! is the most promising 
move. Then: 

(a) 9... Ad7? 10 ed! ed 11 We2 
wins a pawn. 

(b) 9... Wb6 10 0-0 de (10... 
Ad7"! 11 ed ed 12 c4 Ab4 13 
We2+ U. Nielsen—Crocker, Gaus- 
dal Peer Gynt 1990) 11 de Ad7 12 
e6x. 

(c) 9 ... We7?! 10 ed+ or 10 


“‘We3. 


(d) 9... Da6 10 Wg3 (10 e6? fe; 
10 ed!?) 10 ... de 11 de Ac5 12 
@xcS Wwa5+ 13 c3 WxcS 14 e6. 

(ec) 9... de 10 de and now: 

(el) 10... Ac7 11 We2 Ae6 12 
0-0 Ad4 13 wWd3 AS 14 Afo+ 
gf 15 WxfS+ Subasic—Knezevic, 
Sarajevo 1978. 

(e2) 10... We7 11 £4 Dd7 12 4 
®5b6 13 0-0 0-0-0 14 We2 f5 15 
Af2 e6 16.a4 Ac5 17 a5 Dbd7 18 
b4 Ab3 19 Ba4 Axcl 20 Excl gs 
21 @d2 Bgs8 22 Ad3 Dbs 23 
cS Wd7 13 a3 gf 25 “Ac4 was 
Yudasin—Landenbergue, Bert 
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189. White’s attack turned out to 
> the stronger. 

(e3) 10 ... e6 11 0-0 Ad7 12 
g3 (12 £49! AcS=; 12 Ad6+!? 
xd6 13 ed Be5 14 wd4+ 
stojic—Jackle, Berlin 1987) 12... 
9 (12 ... g5 13 c4 Ab4 14 Hdl; 
2... Wb6) 13 c4 (13 b3 hS 14 
4 2c5 15 Bdl Wb6? 16 Abd?! 
d4 17 &c4+ Panchenko-D. 
ramling, Hradec Kralove 1981) 
3... Ab4 14 Hdl Ac2? (14... 
a5) 15 Bxd7! &xd7 16 Wd3+ 
c7 17 Wxc2 wd4 18 b3! Bd8 
8 ... Wxal 19 Hec3) 19 Dbc3 
xe5 20 &2b2 wfS 21 DbS+ cb 
> 2xh8 2b4 23 ch+ Sb6 24 
cl wf4 25 g3 1-0 Roozenbeck-— 
lees, Apeldoorn 1987. 

9 wh3?! de 10 de e6 11 0-0 @d7 
» c4 De7 13 f4 Wb64+ 14 Shi 
a! 1S Wxh8 Sg6 16 wh5S gf 17 
e2 wWd4 gave Black at least 
\ough compensation in Koppel- 
avlov, corres. 1978. 

9 Ah77! waS+ 10 2d2 Wa6 11 
}(11 Wxa6 Axa6 12 Axf8 de 13 
e6 fe 14 de 0-0-0) 11... Bxh7 
) Wxh7 Wxc4 13 ed (13 We4 de 
} WxeS Dd7 15S We2 wxd4) 13 
, Dab 14 We4 Dc5 15 Da3 wad 
) We2 Wxd4 17 0-0 €6 was prom- 
ng for Black in Schneider—D. 
ramling, Sweden 1981. 


2 e6 
10 =0-0 de 
11 de “@d7 
12 We2 


12 Kel We7 (114) gives a pos- 
on that can be reached via 8 ... 
9 0-0 de 10 de 4d7 11 Hel h6 


12 Sf3 We7. White has a variety 
of approaches: 


(a) 13 a3 a5 14 &c3 A@xc3 15 
wxc3 2e7 16 Be4 Db6 17 Wel a4 
18 @d2 c5 19 c4 We6F Lutikov— 
Bagirov, Chelyabinsk 1972. 

(b) 13 We4 0-0-0 (Black’s play 
in Martinovic—Tatai, Pamporovo 
1982 was not really in the spirit of 
the position: 13... @e7?! 14 a3 
bS 15 @bd2 c5 16 a4 b4 17 a5 
Hd8 18 4c4+. Only with a pair 
of knights exchanged can such a 
queenside advance be a good idea 
for Black.) 14 a3 g5 1S b4 287 
16 2b2 &b8 17 Abd2 Hdg8 18 
Ac4 A7b6 19 Axb6 DAxb6 20 a4 
&)d5 co Martinovic—Rogulj, 
Vrnjacka Banja 1982. 

(c) 13 c4 BDe7 14 Bc3 g5? (14 
... 0-0-0 15 We2 g5 gives equal 
chances.) 15 Ae4 227 16 wdé! 
(16.2d6+? £f8 leaves e5 weak.) 
16... Bc8 (16... Wxd6 17 Axd6+ 
$f8 18 Axb7 Ag6 gives White 
a very good ending due to the 
weakness of Black’s queenside.) 17 
Wa3 Bd8?! (17... Ha8) 18 Ad6+ 
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&f8 19 &xg5! hg 20 Axf7 Bh6 
(20 ... &xf7 21 Axgs+ Se8 
22 ®xe6 Wxe5 just prolongs the 
suffering.) 21 A3xg5 Hg6 22 Axd8 
wxd8 23 wf3+ og8 (23... @f5 
24 Axe6+ Bxe6 25 wxf5+ e7 
26 W2e5+) 24 WI7+ Sh8 25 Wxg6 
1-0 Adams-—Burgess, London 
(Barbican) 1990. 

(d) 13 Abd2 and Black has tried 
three moves: 

(d1) 13... 2d8 14 @fl c5 15 b3 
&)7b6 16 a3 De7 17 wed AS 18 
4g3 g6 was level in Tringov— 
Rogulj, Vrnjacka Banja 1982. 

(d2) 13... 0-0-0 14 Ac4 g5 15 
h3 and now 15... 2e7 16 Ad6+ 
&2xd6 17 ed Wxd6 18 c4 AcS 19 
Wa3 Dc7 20 Wxa7 gave White 
the better prospects in Gufeld— 
Landenbergue, Biel Open 1989. 
Instead 15 ... Bg8!? is Gufeld’s 
recommendation. 

(d3) 13...a5 14 Ac4 bS 15 De3 
Eb8 16 c4 Af4 17 We4 DAgé 18 cb 
cb (18 ... &b4 Bagirov) 19 2d2 
&c5 20 Hact 0-0 21 Bc2 was 
Dvoiris—Kengis, USSR 1982. The 
simplest way of maintaining 
equality was now 21... Bfc8 22 
Zecl wd8. 

12 Abd2 We7 13 Hel is consid- 
ered under 12 Hel Wce7 13 Abd2 
above. 

The options avoided by the 8 
... €6 move order are 12 b3 and 
12 Sd: 

(a) Chiburdanidze—Agzamov, 
USSR Ch (Tashkent) 1980, the 
stem game for 8 ... h6, continued 
12 b3 We7 13 2b2 Se7 14 Abd2 


0-0 15 De4 Bfd8 16 c4 AS4 17 
We3 Dg6 18 Bfel b6 19 Ag3 
Acs=. 

(b) 12 Bdl We7 13 c4 De7 14 
Ac3 (14 2f4 Ag6 15 2g3 0-0-0 
16 Ac3 2b4!F Hort) and Black 
can choose between a calm 
approach and a wilder one: 

(b1) 14... Ag6 15 DAe4 Bc5 (15 
... Adxe5? 16 AxeS5 Axe5 17 Weg3) 
16 We3 (16 Ad6+ 2xd6 17 Wxd6 
Bd8=) 16... Axe4 17 Wxe4t 
Lane—Burgess, Hastings Chal- 
lengers 1988/9. 

(b2) 14... g5!? 15 De4 227 16 
“d6+ (16 wd6 is less effective 
than with the rook on el: 16... 
Wxd6 17 Dxd6+ Sf8 18 Dxb7 
@xe5 or 16... Bc8 17 Wa3 Bd8 
18 Dd6+ Of8.) 16... Sf8 17 
@®xb7 DAxeS 18 Wd6 Wxd6 19 
Axd6 Axf3+ 20 gf ReS 21 e3 
4\g6 gave Black slightly the better 
of it in Sorensen—Sprenger, corres. 
1985. 

| | a we7 
13 gd2 

13 c4 De7 14 Hc3 0-0-0 15 
b3?! (15 Bel g5 16 wes 15%... 5 
16 2b2 g4!? (16... 2g7) 17 Hel 
Rg] 18 Wxg4 (18 Dd3 Dg6) 18 
... Bhg8 19 Bdi 2xe5 20 Wh3 led 
to disaster for White in Unzicker— 
Grun, Bundesliga 1982/3. Black’s 
pieces simply piled into White’s 
kingside: 20... 22621 &hi Bdgs 
22 Bgl Afo 23 Ad3 Ag4 24 g3 
ES 25 Bd2 2d4 26 Ded Sxb2 
27 Bxb2 h5 28 Bel h4 29 £3 (29 
Bgl Bh6 30 Wfl Axh2!) 29... hg 
30 fg Bxg4 31 Af Bh4 32 wxh4 
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Axh4 33 Axg8 g2+ 34 Axe? Axg? 
35 }xg2 wd8 0-1. 

13 b3 &c5 (A more active plah, 
beginning with 13 ... 0-0-0 or 13 
... g5!? could be preferred.) 14 c4 
Ae7T 15 2b2 Ag6 16 g3 0-0 17 
@g2 (17 h4 f5!? and 17 &bd2 
&b4! are both mentioned by 
Mencinger.) 17 ... Bfd8 18 h4 
gave White somewhat the better 
chances in Mencinger—Rogulj, 
Yugoslavia 1987, as it is hard 
for Black to create counterchances 
against White’s kingside push. 


ie as a5 

14 Hel “c5 

15 &c3 @xc3 

16 &xc3 Re7 (115) 


{90} 


Agzamoyv now considered the 
position equal. As the further 
course of the game demonstrates, 
Black’s chances are based on 
queenside expansion. 


17. 2d4 £d8 
18 We3 b6 
19 Had 0-0 
20 «=Bd2 d7 
21. =‘ Hedi 


21 c4 followed by Hed! and 
&c3 was suggested by Agzamov 
as a way to frustrate Black’s 
queenside ambitions. 

72) re c5! 
22 «=&c3 we6 

By threatening ... a4,... b5, ... 

Abb, Black provokes a weakness. 


23 b3 a4 
24 ~wf4 ab 
25. ab Efe8 
26 «=&b2? 


After this rather pointless move 
White’s problems become acute. 
26 h4 was better. 


20%) ck b5 

27 —=—h4 “\b6 
28 Xxd8 E xd8 
29. Exd8+ &xd8 
30 =wd2 wd5 
31 0 hd 2c7 
32 We2 c4! 


Now 33 be @xc4! with ... b4 
and ... &a3 would give White 
serious problems, so there fol- 
lowed: 33 b4 Ac8 34 2d4 Ae7 
35 c3 Wa8 36 g4?! AdS 37 Wed 
Wal+ 38 }g2 Wcl 39 Dei eds! 
40 De2 wdl 41 Ag! 2g5 42 Hf3 
&cl! 43 2e3 (43 Wel Af4+ 44 
&g3 wd3 wins the c-pawn, since 
White is powerless against ... 
Sb2 and... He2+.) 43... 2xe3 
44 fe We2+ 45 $g3 xc3 46 
Wwa8+ Gh7 47 Wa7 He44 48 
f4 weg2 0-1. 

Black threatens 49 ... Wg3+ 
50 &xe4 we4#, whilst 49 Wxf7 
wxf3+ 50 &xf3 Ag5+ wins the 


knight. 
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Winsnes—Crocker 
Gausdal International 1990 


1e4 Df6 2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 AL3 
bed 5 2e2 c6 6 DeS ofS 7 
2d3 2xd3 8 Wxd3 

ae e6! 


This novelty was conceived and 
analysed by the Cambridge con- 
tingent at Gausdal, Summer 1990. 
Ideally, Black would like to play 
8 ... de 9 de e6, but after 10 c4 
Black must experiment with 10 
... Wa5+ since 10 ... Ab4? 11 
Wxd8+ &xd8 12 Axf7+ loses a 
pawn. Also, 8... h6 9 @f3 de 10 
de e6 is desirable, but 9 Se4! 
makes it difficult, if at all possible, 
for Black to equalise in view of the 
sensitive nature of the d6 square. 

8 ... e6 aims to avoid these 
problems. There are also a couple 
of ‘spin-offs’: firstly the messy line 
8... de 9 Wf5 is avoided; secondly, 
thanks to Black delaying ... h6, 
after 8 ... e6 9 0-0 de 10 de 
“\d7 White is more tied down to 
defending eS than after 8 ... h6 9 
D3 de 10 de e6. 

Some novelties have to wait 
decades for a practical test. This 
one was uncorked less than two 
days after its invention. The theor- 
etically knowledgeable player of 
the white pieces sank into nearly 
an hour’s agonised thought before 
threatening mate in one. 

9 ws 


Instead 9 0-0 de 10 de Ad7 
leads, after 11 We2 h6 12 4f3, or 
11 c4 Ae7 12 We2 We7 13 Bel h6 


c6 


14 |f3, or 11 Bel h6 12 4f3, to 
positions normally reached via 8 
... h6 9 Af3 de 10 de Ad7. White 
has a number of independent 
options: 

(a) 9 @xh72! ge7 leaves the 
knight in trouble: 10 ed Wxd6; 10 
{4? @b4; 10 Wh3 &d7 (10... g6) 
11 ed (11 Wd3 @b4) 11... 2xd6. 

(b) 9 ed 2xd6 is a good Caro- 
Kann type position for Black. 
Note that 10 @xh7? fails to 10... 
@Ab4 11 we4 {5 12 Wxe6+ We7. 

(c)9 He4 is harmless when Black 
has not used a tempo on... h6. 9 
... de 10 de &d7 at least equalises. 

(d) 9 a3 more or less wastes a 
tempo: 9... de 10 de Ad7. 

(e) 9 c4 DAb4 10 Wh3 was the 
main line of our original analysis. 
It appears that Black’s resources 
are sufficient. 10... de 11 a3 2e7! 
(116) 


(el) 12 DF3? e4. 

(e2) 12 Ded? wxd4. 

(e3) 12 h4 h6 13 Dh3 Ad4aé is 
very similar to the main line. 

(e4) 12 £41? h6 (12 ... Wxd4 13 
ab ef is perhaps a little speculative 
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after either 14 ®h3 Bh44+ 15 
Sf g5 or 14 D3 we4+ 15 Sfi 
“a6; 12... &xg5 13 Wxb4 ef 14 
Wxb7 Dd7o0) 13 Dh3 4a6 13 
Wxb7 ed! — compare (e52). 

(e5) 12 Dh3 D4a6 13 Wxb7 (13 
de?! 4c5) and Black has two good 
methods: 

(e51) 13... Wb6!? 14 Wxb6 (14 
We8+ &d8; 14 Wxa8 0-0 (threat- 
ening 15... Ac7) 15 c5 We7 16 de 
@d7+) 14... ab 15 de with good 
compensation for Black: 15 ... 
Ab4 16 Sdi (After 16 0—O Black 
can take a draw with... Ac2—b4— 
c2.) 16... Ad7 17 £4 Ac5 intending 
... Hcd3 and... 2c5—d4, or Peter 
Wells’ idea 15 ... Dc5!? 16 0-0 
4)b3 17 Ha2 Hab 18 Ac3 (18 Ad2 
@xcl 19 Excl Ab4 20 Saal 4d3) 
18... AacS 19 ge3 Ad3. 

(e52) 13... ed!? (Wells) 14 Wxa8 
wb6 15 b4 0-0 16 c5 We7 17 b5 
(17 0-O @d7 18 Wxf8+ dxf8) 17 

. @xc5 to be followed by ... 
“\d7—b6. 

_ ae We7 
10 4 

10 ed 2xd6 11 c4 gives Black 
the additional options 11... 2f4!? 
and 11... @f6. 


10 Ab4 
11 ed 2xd6 
12 Wed 


12 We2 f4 is comfortable for 
Black (13 0-O &xcl 14 &xcl 
wf4). 

12 c5 is also best met by 12... 
2f4, eg. 13 &xf4 wxf4 14 wxf4 
4d3+ 15 dl Axf4 16 Hed b6 
with ... Aa6 to follow. Note that 


instead 12 ... &xh2? fails to 13 
Bxh2 f6 (13... Wxh2 14 wxf7+ 
@d8 15 Wxg7+—) 14 wh5+ g6 
15 Wxg6+. 

12 Se Dd7 

12... @f47! 13 0-O!? gxh2+ 

14 hl leaves Black’s develop- 
ment seriously deficient. 

iy 83 (1143 


| eee 2a6! 

13 ... Af6! equalises: 14 we2 
(14 &xe6?? fe 15 Wxe6+ Sf8—+) 
14... 2f4 15 0-0 axcl 16 Bxcl 
wf4 17 We3 (17 Wd2 Wxd2 (17... 
4d3) 18 Axd2 Ad3) 17... Ad3 


18 Bc2 Ag4. 
14 &®c3 “)f6 
15 We2 0-0-0?! 
15...0—Ois rather less hubristic. 
16 @f3 Zhe8 
17 0-0 “aga? 


The only consistent continu- 
ation was 17... e5 18 dS %c5!?, 
when Black still has reasonable 


chances. 
18 h3 “h2 
19 dl 4xf3+ 
20 =wxf3 


232 Flohr—Agzamov Variation: 5 ... c6 


Now White has a ready-made 
queenside attack. The finish is 
somewhat agonising: 20 ... e5 
21 d5 Ac5 22 Be3 Ab3 23 Babli 
$b8 (23 ... c5 24 AbS) 24 de be 
25 De4 Ad4 26 2xd4 ed 27 g3 
ge5 28 b4 g6 29 AcS wd6 30 
wWxf7 Be7 31 wf3 Hee8 32 Aa6+ 
$b7 33 b5 Bf8 34 wd3 Bf5 35 
be+ + &xc6 36 cS Wf6 37 Wb5+ 
od5 38 wb3+ de4 39 Hel # 
(1-0). 


Yudasin—Timoshenko 
Podolsk 1989 


1 e4 D6 2&5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 DF3 
224 5 ge2 c6 
6 4 A\b6 

6 ... c7 is rather a solid con- 
tinuation which presents White 
with few difficulties in maintaining 
some advantage. 

(a) 7 2e3 2xf3 8 &xf3 de is 
probably not White’s best. 

(b) 7 Ag5 2f5 8 2g4 a2xg4 9 
wxeg4 Wd7 10 h3 h6 11 ed ed 
12 ©f3 Abab 13 DAc3 0-0-0 14 
wxd7+ &xd7 15 2e3 g6 16 
0-0-0 2g7 17 Bhel+ Hubner-— 
Hort, Bundesliga 1988/9. 

(c) 7 Wb3 de (7 ... Wc8 8 We3 
&xf3 9 &xf3 dS 10 b3+ Soko- 
lov-Kengis, Tallinn 1981) 8 de 
wce8 9 Ac3 Ad7 10 2f4 Deb 
11 2g3 DdcS 12 Wa3+ Bohm-— 
Wiiala, corres. 1984. 

(d) 7 ed ed. Practice strongly 
suggests that White’s most promi- 
sing plans involve the cramping 
thrust d5: 

(dl) 8 d5!? 2e7 9 0-0 0-0 10 


&c3 cd 11 cd Ad7 12 Rf4!+ 
Ehlvest—Kengis, Tallinn 1981. 

(d2) 8 Wb3 Wc8 9 h3 £h5 (9 
_.. df5) 10 @ic3 Se7 11 0-0 
0-0 12 d5! (12 Mel Be8 13 23 
Ad7 14 Ad2 226 15 Bacl Deb 
16 wdl a5 17 Sfl wd8 18 g3t 
Hort—Kindl, Bad Worishofen 
1986) 12... c5 (12 ... Aba6) 13 
Sf4+ h6 14 Bfel g5? 15 Axg5! 
&xe2 16 Age4 was overwhelming 
for White in Rodriguez—D. Cram- 
ling, Biel Open 1988. 

(d3) 8 0-0 2e7 9 Ac3 0-0 (9 
... 2d7) 10 d5 (10 h3 #h5 11 
Wb3 Wc8 transposes to [d2].) 10 

.c5 11 2f4 Ad7 12 De4 De8 
(12... A and 12 ... Ab6 are 
both met by 13 @xc5) 13 Afd2 
&f5 14 2d3 and the threat of 
&xc5 causes some awkwardness: 
14... 226 15 We2 2f6 16 Axd6 
&xd3 17 Wxd3 2xb2 18 Habl+; 
14... g5 15 2e3 Rxe4 16 Axed 
{5 17 Dg3! f4 18 WhS Bf7 19 AfS+ 
Widenmann-—Herbrechtsmeier, 
corres. 1984. 

7 ed 

A rarely played, but quite sens- 
ible idea. How useful is ... c6 in 
an Exchange Variation? 

re ed 

7... S&xf3?! can be met by 
either 8 &xf3 Axc4 9 de Bxe7 
10 0-0 0-0 11 Dc3 2f6 12 dS+ 
(Yudasin) or 8 de Wxe7 9 gf Axc4 
10 0-0 when Black has some prob- 
lems on the e-file. 

8 0-0 

A more direct defence of c4 

(against 8 ... 2xf3 9 @xf3 Axc4) 
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is 8 b3, but this invites 8 ... a5! 
with immediate  counterplay. 
More standard methods are also 
adequate: 8 ... 2e7 9 0-0 0-0 (9 

, ES 10 ARE3 dS 1f Bel 
0-0 Hergott—Paulsen, Graz 1981) 
10 Dc3 Bes (10... A&d7 11 h3 
&h5 12 2f4 Be8 13 Bel AF8 14 
Wd2 2f6 15 Dg5 Axe2 16 Bxe2 
Exe2 17 Axe2 d5 18 c5 DAbd7 19 
Zel b6 20 b4 a5 21 bS Bc8 22 
“c3 @g6 secured counterplay in 
Moroz-—Timoshenko, Podolsk 
1990.) 11 h3 @hS 12 2f4 of6 
13 Wd2 d5 14 c5 S6d7 15 Bael 
@f= 16 DeS Rxe2 17 Bxe2 
@bd7 18 Bfel DAxeS 19 Sxe5 
&xe5 20 Bxe5 BxeS 21 Bxe5 
Ae6 Wittmann—Bagirov, Frunze 
1983. 

8 eons 
9 = A@bd2!? 

Thrusting forward the a-pawn 
also provides counterplay in the 
following lines: 9 We2 0-0 10 b3 
a5! 11 a3. d5 12 c5 46d7 intending 
13... b6; 9 b3 a5! 10 2b2 (10 a3? 
a4 undermines c4 in preparation 
for 11... &xf3.) 10... a4 freezes 
White’s queenside, intending ... 
Bab—b4 and... af5. 

» ee 0-0 
10. = _Zel!? (118) 

10 We2 can be met by 10... 
&h5, avoiding committing the b8 
knight while preparing to hit 
White’s queen. 10 b3 again runs 
into 10... a5, giving Black satis- 
factory play after either 11 2b2 
a4 12 Eb! Haé6 or 11 a4 Dao. 

10 a4 is rather harmless at this 


Re7 


point: 10... d5 (10... a5) 11 ¢5 
A6d7 12 b4 £f6 13 Wc2 Be8 14 
Rd3 Af 15 Bbl Bh5 16 b5 
We7 17 Bb3 4-4 Servat—Segal, 
Mar del Plata 1990. 


Le xx A8d7 

After this move White demon- 
strates an interesting plan which 
maintains some advantage. 10... 
Be8 11 Wc2 2h5 (11... A&d7 12 
a4 is similar to the game.) 12 “fl 
intending 4g3, Wb3 and h4 leaves 
White with at least a pleasant 
space advantage, but 10... 2f6! 
puts far more pressure on White’s 
centre: 11 De4? &xf3; 11 a4 d5!? 
(or 11... a5); 11 We2 Be8. 

1! ad! 

With Black’s knights now a long 
way from b4, this is logical. The 
forthcoming Za3—e3 manoeuvre 
is another point in favour of omit- 
ting b3. 

|) OS a5 

Yudasin gives this as the only 
move, presumably since 11 ... d5 
12 cS Ac8 13 b4 216 14 Had 
gives White slightly accelerated 


- play. 
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12 a3! Xe8 
12... 216 is now well met by 
13 He4, as the rook defends f3, 
while 12 ... Af6 gives the white 
knights freedom of action on the 
kingside: 13 h3 @h5 14 fl with 
&g3 and Ah4 to follow. Yudasin 
suggests that 12... &hS and 12 
... We7 keep White’s advantage to 
a minimum, whilst 12... d5 may 
be considered. 
13. He3 AL8 
White’s control of the e-file 
causes some awkwardness: 13... 
&f6 is met by 14 De4 whilst 13 
~« MOS 14 2031? Bxed 15 fe 
gives White a strong centre. 
14. whb3! Le6 
Directed against 15 d5, though 
14... Wc7 is worth considering. 


15 2d3 Eb8 
16 We?! d5 
Now White’s advantage 


becomes concrete. The structure 
that arises is much more palatable 
for Black with an unweakened 
queenside. Here White can make 
progress very quickly. 16... Wc7 
was still preferable, while counter- 
measures on the kingside tend to 
create extra weaknesses. 


IT 65 Abd7 
18 Ab3!+ ~—— WG 
19 2d2 Za8 


20 = Eel! (7/9) 

By threatening 21 cb Wxb6 22 
Wxc6 Wxb3 23 @xh7+, Yudasin 
provokes a weakening of the king- 
side. After 20 ... @h8, 21 h4! 
prepares an assault on f7. 

74 | meres g6 


. C6 


21 ~=+nh4! 
22 = Xcel! 


aga 


Mission accomplished, the rook 

resumes action on the e-file. 
22 aus &xf3 
23s gf! 

After 23 Exf3 bc, the h-pawn 
hangs. Now White intends push- 
ing the h- and f-pawns, and will 
meet 23 ... bc? with 24 2xa5!+—. 


23 “eb 
24 cb! axh4 
ZS ob 7! Eb8 
26 ~Wxc6 Adf8! 


Instead, 26 ... Wg5+ 27 fl 
Af4 fails to 28 Bxe8+ and &xf4. 
After the text, 27 BeS wf6 28 
Wxd5 would leave Black bereft of 
chances. Instead, in mutual time 
trouble, the game becomes wildly 
unclear. 


Zi Of? ags! 
28 3 =gxa5 wf6 
29 &c5?! &xe3 
30) Exe3 wh4 
31 Axe6 Axe6 
32 del! eg7? 


32... He7! 33 We8+ (33 203? 
Af4 34 Wce8+ g7 35 Bxe7 
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Wxe7+ +; 33 ga6 Axd4 34 
Wce8+ 00) 33... Be8 34 We6isa 
peculiar draw by repetition. 

33 abd! 

By covering e7 and freeing the 
way for the a-pawn, White again 
achieves a winning position. 

oe 8 afar! 

33... Axd4d 34 Wxe8! Bxe8 35 
&xe8 and Black cannot quite stop 
the pawn. The best chance was 33 
--. Whi+ 34 gd2 wg2 35 2dél. 

After the text the game finished 
34 Wxe8 2d3+ 35 ge2! Af4+ 36 
di! Bxe8 37 Bxe8 wxf2 38 
b8W Wxf3+ 39 Sc2 wd3+ 40 
cl wWfl+ 41 gel wWe4+ 42 
&c3 Wfl+ 43 c2 wd3+ 44 
&b3 Wdl+ 45 }b4 4d3+ 46 
gaS 1-0. 


Brunner—Landenbergue 
Biel 1990 


1 e4 Df6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 Af3 
245 g2e2 c6 6 c4 DG 
7 &g5 
One of White’s best lines 
against the Flohr—-Agzamov vari- 
ation, as it is now inadvisable for 
Black to avoid the exchange of 
bishops. Note that 6 Ag5 afS 7 
c4?! Ab4 is ineffective. 
5 sere Rxez 
After 7 ... &f5?! White has a 
very pleasant choice, as the knight 
on b6 is badly placed in many 
lines. 
(a) 8 f4!? h6 (Opening the f- 
file immediately leaves f7 exposed, 
while 8 ... e6? 9 ed fails com- 


pletely.) 9 Af3 de 10 fe e6 11 Ac3 ° 


&e7 (Ideas with ... c5 leave Black 
a move down on lines of the Four 
Pawns.) 12 0-0 0-0 13 @e3 A8d7 
14 cS ®d5 15 Axd5 cd 16 b4+ 
Maus—Crocker, Gausdal Peer 
Gynt 1990. 

(b) 8 e6!? leaves the b6 knight 
poorly placed to defend the king- 
side after both 8... @xe69 Axe6 
fe 10 2d3 and 8... fe 9 g4. 

(c) 8 g4 is Wahls’ idea. 8 ... 
Rxbi (8 ... 286 9 e6!? f6!9) 9 
Exbl de 10 de Wxdi+ 11 &xd1 
e6 12 f4 A8d7 13 Sc2 h6 14 Hed 
Ac5 15 Ad6+ &xd6 16 ed Ae4 
17 b4 aS 18 ba Ad7 19 Bxb7 
Hxa5 20 Bc7 Axd6 21 a3 c5 22 
&b2 gave White supremacy in 
Wahls—Fleck, Bundesliga 1985/6. 
He polished off crisply: 22 ... f6 
23 Bdl Se7 24 Bc6 Af7 25 f5 ef 
26 gf Bd8 27 2f3 AdeS 28 Hc7+ 
Sf8 29 2d5 DAd6 30 &xe5 fe 31 
{6 g5 32 Eh7 1-0. 

8 Wrxe2 de 

8 ... h6 immediately may be a 
little more accurate, as then 9 Ae4 
can be met by 9 ... d5, whilst 9 
“f3 de 10 de transposes to the 
game. Compared with the vari- 
ation 6 Ag5 &xe2 7 Wxe2, Black’s 
only advantage ts the vulnerability 
of White’s c- and e-pawns. Black 
must make the most of this by 
denying White’s king’s knight the 
e4 square. 

9 de h6 

The attempt to kick back the 
knight with the bishop is rather 
dubious: 9 ... e6 10 0-O &e7 11 
Ae4 wd4 12 b3 Wxe5 (12... Wxal? 
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13 Aec3 traps the queen.) 13 2b2. 

10 = Af3 

The pawn sacrifice 10 Ae4 e6 

(10 ... Wd4) 11 0-O Wd4 12 b3 
wWxe5 13 2b2 gave White reason- 
able compensation in Rechel-— 
Paulsen, Bundesliga 1989/90. Play 
continued 13... Wc7 14 f4 A&d7 
15 £5 e5 16 We3 (16 f6) 16... Af6?! 
17 Axf6+ gf 18 Ad2 Ad7 19 De4 
Wb6 20 Hfel 0-0-0 21 Wxb6 ab 
22 2c3 2e7 23 b4 Abs 24 He3 
4ab6 25 Zbl Ac7 26 Bg3 bS 27 
c5 Hd7 28 f2 Hhd8 29 Bg7 and 
White went on to win. 

10 7) ws e6 

11 0-0 ®8d7 (120) 


xX 


12 b3 

After 12 Dc3 We7 13 af, 
Black has tried castling both long 
and short. The former seems the 
more satisfactory, but either way 
it is hard work for Black. 

(a) 13... 205 14 Radi a5 15 
dz 2¢7 16 Sidi 0-0 17 b3 
Efd8 18 Ad4 Abd7 19 223 Af 
20 h4 Bd7 21 f4 Bad8 22 [5 wh6 
23 Sh2 a4 24 Wf3 Dh7 25 wed 
2f8 26 2f4 and now the 


c6 


exchange sacrifice 26... Hxd4 led 
to an ending in Ernst-Kovaéevic, 
Thessaloniki ol 1984, in which 
Black should not have been losing, 
but actually managed to win! 

(b) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 De4 c5 15 
&2g3 Sb8 16 a4 a6 17 Hid! Sa8 
18 Hd3 ge7 19 b3 Ac8 20 Hadi 
Aa7 21 Wd2 Ac6 22 Whb2 (22 
Hxd7? Hxd7 23 Wxd7? Bd8—-+) 
22... Bhg8 23 Df6!? 2xf6 24 ef 
e5 25 fg f6 26 Wd2 Exg7 27 Wxh6 
Hdg8 28 Shi Wc8 29 We3 Ad4 
30 Ael Wc6 31 f4 ef 32 Wxf4 Ded 
33 Ee3 Dg4 34 Ked3 DeS 35 Be3 
Agd 36 Bed3 De5 4-4 Wahls- 
Westerinen, Altensteig 1987. 


be oe we7 
13. Ac3 0-0-0 
14. gb2 ge7 
15 He4 &b8 

~ 16 Sadl Ac8 
17 We3 c5 
18 &d3 Adb6 
10 = =&fdl Exd3 
20 =Exd3 Zd8 


White’s back rank provides 
Black with a vital tempo to oppose 
the d-file — a familiar idea from 
Wahls -Westerinen. 


21 = Hel Exd3 
22 @xd3 “\d7 
23. wf4 wad 
Again Black profits from 


White’s back rank, as now 24 
Wxf7 is strongly met by 24 ... 
Wxa2. 
24 = Ac3 
25 fl 
25 Wxf7 Axe5 26 AxeS wd2 
keeps Black well in the game. 


wd8 
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After White’s cautious king 
move, events unfolded without 
such drama: 25... We8 26 De4 a6 
27 ge2 Da7 28 h4 Ac6 (This 
manner of activating the knight is 
worth noting.) 29 h5 a5 30 a4 wa7 
31 2c3 b6 32 g4 Adbs 33 wWe3 
“a6 34 {4 Dab4 35 Axb4 ab 36 
&b2 Wd7 37 wd2 Wxd2+ 38 
@xd2 g6 39 g5 2f8 40 hg fg 41 
gh 4-4. 


Kovalév—Dreev 
Minsk 1986 


1 e4 Sf6 2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 D3 
2g4 5 Re2 c6 6 c4 AbS 
7 ®bd2 

Originally advocated by Leven- 
fish, this move, aiming to deny 
Black a good way to resolve the 
central tension, is probably the 
most critical test of Black’s 
resources in the Flohr-Agzamov 
Variation. Black’s best reply, 7... 
“\8d7, is considered in the next 
game. 

sess de?! 

7... a6?! 8 0-0 Ad7 was tried 
in Nunn—Kovacevic, Thessaloniki 
ol 1984, but simple methods 
proved effective: 9 ed! ed and now 
10 Bel Re? 11 -d5-c5! 12 ag5 
0-0! 13 &xg4! gxgS 14 2xd7 
Wxd7 15 De4 2xcl 16 Wxcl! 
Had8 17 He3 was sufficient for a 
small advantage, but better still is 
Nunn’s suggestion 10 d5! cd (10 
... CF 11 Dd4! Sxe2 12 Wxe2+ 
We7 13 Wxe7+ 2xe7 14 Sf5+) 


11 Bel! ge7 (11... de 12 Ad4+) 


12 Ad4+. 


8 Axe5 &f5 (121) 

8... Re6 and 8... &xe2 have 
also been played, but White has 
no problems maintaining a small 
advantage against the former, and 
a large one against the latter. 

(a) 8... 2e6 

(al) 9 Ded [6 (9 ... h6? 10 Dc5 
&c8 11 £hS+—) 10 Dc5! 28 
11 D3 We7 (11... Axc4 12 Axb7 
We7 13 Bc5) 12 b3 eS 13 Ded (13 
0-07! axc5 14 dc Ad7 15 wd6 
Wxd6 16 cd c5!) 13... A8&d7 14 de 
@xe5 (14... 0-0-0 15 ef Axf6 16 
We2 ®xe4 17 Wxed 2644 18 
&d2 &xd2+ 19 @xd2 is rather 
a speculative pawn sacrifice.) 15 
0-0 2f7 16 2b2 Axf3+ 17 Rxf3 
Re7 18 c5! Dd5? (18 ... Ac8 19 
wd4 0-0 20 AgS Bd8 21 We3+ 
Bagirov) 19 ®d6+ &xd6 20 cd 
Wxd6 21 Hel+ @f8 22 wd4+ 
Vogt—Bagirov, Riga 1981. 

(a2) 9 Def3 g6 (9 ... £67! 10 
0-0 @f7 11 Wce2 A8d7 12 2d3 26 
13 Bel We7 14a4+ Scholonthier— 
Grzesik, W. German Ch [Bad 
Neuenahr] 1984) 10 b3 &g7 11 
Rb2 2f5 (11... 0-0 12 0-0 2f5 
13 Wcol D8d7 14 Ah4 e615 Axf5 ef 
16 Af3+ Nunn-Perovic, Lugano 
1984) 12 b4 (12 0-0 cS; 12 @fl c5 
13 Wd2 cd 14 2xd4 gxd4 15 
@Axd4 }c6t Grosar—Horn, Zur- 
ich 1986) 12... a5 13 a3 Dab 14 
&c3 0-0 15 0-0 4d7 (15 ... ab 
16 ab ®d7 17 Wb3 4c7 intending 
... BS) 16 ba 5 17 Ack ed 18 
@Axd4 gxd4 19 2xd4 e5 20 &c3 
&ac5 gave Black reasonable play 
in Werner—Horn, Therwil 1986. 
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(b) 8... &xe2?! 9 Wxe2 gives 
Black an unprepossessing set of 
options. 

(b1) 9... g6 10 Adf3 2g7 11 
Axf7!+ —. 

(b2)9...e6 10 Wf3 Wf6 11 Wb3 
We7 12 c5 Ad5 13 De4 We7 14 
wf3! with very potent threats in 
Korolev—Sprenger, corres. 1985. 

(b3) 9... Wxd4 10 Adf3 WcS 11 
0-0 f6 (Else 2e3 and gS.) 12 
Se3 WaS 13 2d2 Waé 14 b3! fe 
15 Axe5 A8d7 16 Wh5+ g6 17 
Axg6 D6 18 Wh3 Bg8 19 af4 
Wa3 20 Bfel! Abd7 21 Deb Sf7 
22 Hadi Wxa2 23 Wc3+ Mar- 
czell-Krecak, corres. 1986. 

(b4) 9... A8d7 10 0-0 6 (10... 
@xe5 11 de e6 12 Af3+) 11 b3 
&e7 12 &2b2 0-0 13 Ded We7 
14 Hadi Hae8 15 Hfel Ao 16 
Dxfo+ 2xf6 17 DAgd BLe7 18 
Hd3 4d7 19 d5 cd 20 cd 2b4 
21 d6 Wa5 22 Dh6+ Gh8 23 
&xg7+ Sxg7 24 We44+ Ph8 25 
&g3 1-0 V. Ivanov—Donchenko, 
Moscow CSK 1990. 


9 Adf3 
9 Def3 is not very harmful. 9 


c6 


... &6 10 0-O £e7 11 Hel 0-0 12 
Wb3 c5 13 dc 2xc5 14 Afl Ac6 
15 2e3 We7 16 Zed! a6 17 &xc5 
wWxc5 18 We3 Dad! 19 Wxc5 AxcS 
20 Bed Se4 21 Ed2 aS was 
promising for Black in Sorokin— 
Dreev, Sochi 1986. 

9 Afl D8d7 10 2f4 (10 De3 
@xe5 11 cS 226 12 cb Ad7=; 10 
AL37! 2e4 11 De3 e6 12 O-O 2e7 
13 b3 0-0 14 2b2 a5!? 15 a3 We7 
16 Wel Bfd8 17 Hdl Af8 18 Ad2 
&2g6 19 2f3 Dbd7 preparing a 
central thrust, gave Black the edge 
in Ghinda—Agzamov, Potsdam 
1985.) and now Speelman’s sugges- 
tion 10 ... axeS 11 Rxe5 f6 12 
&2g3 e5!? is well worth trying. 
Black has compensation after 
either 13 de 2b4+ 14 DBd2 Had4!? 
or 13 He3 2b4+ 14 fl ge6 
15 de 0-0. Instead, Speelman— 
Burgess, London (Lloyds Bank) 
1989 continued 10 ... e6 11 He3 
@xe5 (11... &b44+ 12 Sfl 2e7 
13 @xf5 ef 14 h4!?) 12 gxe5 226 
13 0-0 f6 (13 ... Ad7 14 2¢3 
Re7 15 Sf3+) 14 Bg3 £e7 
and rather than 15 c5 Dd5 16 
“xd5 ed 17 £h5 0-0 when Black 
had almost equalised, 15 b4! 
(King) would have maintained a 
sizeable advantage. 

9 Wb3! is probably White’s best 
move. 9 ... A&d7 10 Axd7 wxd7 
11 @f3 ge4 (11 ... 06 12 Of4 
Re7 13 a4 0-0 14 a5 ADc8B 15 
0-0 &d6 16 Aes We7 17 c5 Bxe5 
18 &xe5 wd7 19 Bad was very 
awkward for Black in Pesch— 
Schulte, Bundesliga 1985/6.) 12 
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Ze3 &xf3 13 &xf3 e6 14 
0-0 ge7 15 a4 Hc8 16 d5 (In 
Malaniuk—Dreev, Novosibirsk 
1986, White inexplicably refrained 
from this thrust: 16 a5!? a6 17 
wad?! Dd6 18 2g47! hS 19 gh3 
g5 20 g3 g4 21 gg2 ASF) 16... 
cd 17 cd ed (17... e5? 18 224+ —) 
18 WxdS Ad6 19 gc5 0-0 20 
fel (20 Hael!?+) 20... Bfe8 21 
h3 2f8 22 Bxe8 Wxe8 23 b3 Bd8 
24 Hdl b6 25 2e3 Web 26 Wxeb 
fet Reeh—Burgess, Gausdal Peer 
Gynt 1990. 
OF nase e6? 

After this, Black more or less 
loses by force. Black could try 9 
... \8d7, though White can keep 
some advantage with normal 
moves, e.g. 10 0-0. 

More challenging is 9... f6!?. A 
move that Kovalév recommended 
is 10 Dh4?! but this loses a pawn 
to 10... fe 11 @xf5 e6. Speelman 
considered that 10 d3 @xc4 11 
“f4 yields compensation, but not 
enough to tempt him to play it. 10 
cS dS 11 Ac4+ is given by 
Kovalév, but 10... fe 11 cb Ad7 
is more in the spirit of things, when 
Black should be OK. 

10 gs! ab4+ 

10... £6 11 Aef7 We7 12 Axh8 
fg 13 g4 ge4 14 £3 Qxf3 15 
&xf3 DAxc4 16 0-0+-. 

10 ... 2g6 11 h4 Se7 12 hS5 
ac2 13 Agxf7? Rxdl 14 ABxd8 
&xe2 15 Axe6 2xc4 16 Dc7+ 
@d8 17 Axa8+. 

11 = 3«6fl 0-0 
11... &g6 12 c5! D6d7 (12... 


@®d5 13 h4+) 13 Axg6 hg 14 
Wb3+. 


12 gd! £26 


12 ... {6 13 gf fg 14 fe wf6 15 
&e3 Wxe6 16 2xg5+. 
3 3! (122) 


After 13 h4?! ge7! Black can 
defend. Now 13... AdS and 13... 
“6d7 are both met by 14 Axg6 
hg 15 Wb3 with ideas of 16 Wh3, so 
Black must keep... Wd5 available. 
However, there are other ways 
to break open the black king’s 
defences. 


| re “c8 
14 ha! {6 
15 Dxg6 hg 
16 acd! fg 
17 &xe6 gf7 
18 wWb3 wf6 
19 h2! gh 
20 = g5 1-0 


Sion Castro—Fernandez Garcia 
Salamanca 1990 


1 e4 D6 2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 DF3 
&2g45 2e2 c6 6 c4 Ab6 7 Abd2 
1-27 “8d7 
8 Ags 
8 h3 seems rather less logical 
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than castling, but the pawn on h3 
can be useful in holding up the 
advance of Black’s g-pawn. 8 ... 
&xf3 9 Dxf3 de 10 de e6 11 0-0 
we7 (123). 


(a) 12 fd ho (12... 


&c5 
intends “Ac8—-e7—-g6 with 
reasonable play.) 13 We2 g5 
(Black’s play in Veroci-P. Cram- 
ling, Havana IZ 1985 was incon- 
sistent with her twelfth move: 13 
vem teas ad 15 Ziel. 2c5 16 
Hadl c8 17 2d3 De7 18 We2 
2b6 19 2c2 AcS 20 Bd6 Ac8 
21 Bedl! We7 22 B6d4 ga5 23 
“d2 g5 24 £93 Rxd2 25 Wxd2 
A\b6 26 Wb4+) 14 2g3 0-0-0 15 
Hfd1 2e7 16 a3 h5 17 b4 g4 18 hg 
hg gave Black good counterplay in 
Nocker—Hebels, corres. 1984. 

(b) 12 Wd4 h6 (Sokolov gives 12 
... 0-0-0 13 2g5 He8 14 a4 when 
the tempi lost with Black’s rook 
are more important than that 
which will be lost by the bishop. 
An important point is 14... @b8? 
15 a5 Ac8 16 Bfdl AcS 17 
£d8+—, though naturally 14... 
a5 comes into consideration.) 13 


Hdl (13 b3 g5 14 &b2 “c8 15 
2d3 Hg8, delaying committing 
the king and bishop, was an inter- 
esting method of obtaining 
counterplay in Arnold—Miltner, 
Baden Wiirttemburg 1982.) 13... 
25 (Sokolov’s 13... g6 14 b3 2g7 
15 2b2 0-O+ is one of Black’s 
less dynamic options.) 14 b3 and 
now Sokolov—Kremenietsky, 
Moscow 1990 continued with 14 
... &87, which is surely a mistake, 
as it creates no real threats from 
g7, while blocking the g-file and 
giving up control of b4 and cS. 
Black was starved of counterplay 
after 15 2b2 0-0-0 16 We3 Hb8 
17 a4 Dc8 18 b4 De7 19 2d3! and 
resorted to desperate measures: 19 
... a5 20 ba Wxa5 21 Bdbl “c5 
22 Sc2 AS 23 Rxf5 ef 24 Ad4 
f4 25 Wa3 2a8 26 2c3! Wa7 27 
a5! 2f8 28 a6 Axa6 29 WaS Bxd4 
(29 ... Bc8 30 AbS! cb 31 cb b6 
32 Wa4! Bxc3 33 We4+! Wb7 34 
Hxa6+ @b8 35 wd4 cS 36 e6 
f6 37 Wxf6 227 38 Wg6 Hhc8 39 
e7+— Sokolov) 30 &xd4 Wxd4- 
and White had a choice of wins. 
Clearly Black should leave the 
bishop on f8 for a while at least, 
with 14... 0-0-0, 14... Bg8!? or 
even 14... Ac8!?. 

8 0-0 &xf3 (8 ... de?! 9 AxeS 
gives White the upper hand after 
either 9... &xe2 10 Wxe2 Axed 
11 de e6 12 Af3+ or 9... AxeS!? 
10 de £e6 11 Wb3 g6 12 Af3 
&27 13 Ags We8 14 f4 0-0 15 
&e3 Nijboer—Landenbergue, 
Lucerne 1989.) 9 Axf3 de 10 de 
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e6 11 2d2 We7 12 2c3 0-0-0 
(Black’s position is disorganised 
after 12 ... h6?! 13 a4 since 13... 
0-0-0 14 a5 condemns the knight 
to the corner, whilst 13... a5 14 
Hel g5 15 We2 2g7 16 Hadl 
denied the black king any safety 
in Altschuler-Kopylov, corres. 
1970.) 13 We2 h6 14 a4 (14 2a5 
g5 15 b4c5) 14... &b8 15 a5 Dc8B 
and against White’s queenside 
advances Black organises counter- 
play on the kingside and against 
e5 with ... 25, ... De7—g6 and ... 
&g7. 

8 ed!? ed is similar to Yudasin— 
Timoshenko, and indeed 9 0—0 
&e7 10 Eel 0-0 transposes. If 
Black wishes to avoid this, the 
forthright 9 ... d5 could be tried. 
A further possibility is 9 0-O ge7 
10 a4 a5 11 Ba3 O-O 12 Be3 d5 
13 cS @c8 14 We2 £h5 15 2d3 
2g6 16 &xg6 fg 17 Bfel 2f6 
18 Wb3 b6 19 Ke6 be 20 Exc6 
®e7 21 Bd6 2b8 22 We3 AS 23 
We6+ Ef7 24 Bxd5 Wc7 when, in 
Van Riemsdijk—Fernandez Gar- 
cia, Buenos Aires 1990, White’s 
pieces were awkwardly placed. 

ee 2f5 

8... &xe2 9 e6 [6 10 Wxe2 fg 
(124) is also playable. White has 
two fundamentally different 
approaches. 

(a) 11 ed+ Wxd7 12 Ae4 0-0-0 
13 AxgsS e5 14 de Ze8 15 0-0 
Zxe5 16 Wc2 h6 17 Af3 wfS= 18 
wxfS Oxf5 19 Ah4 Bf7 20 Dg6 
HZ g8 21 b3 dS 22 Axf8 4-4 Gola- 
Landenbergue, Prague Vysehrad 


1989. 

(b) 11 Ded D6 12 AxgS Axcd! 
(Black must be prepared to return 
the piece, as shown by Nigmadzh- 
anov—Kaplin, USSR 1977: 12... 
Wce7? 13 Af7 Bg8 14 g4 h6 15 h4 
d5 16 c5 Ac8 17 g5 Ded 18 gh gh 
19 WhS @f6 20 Ad6++ Hd8 21 
We8+ Axe8 22 Af7 #.) 13 0-0 (13 
wxce4 Wa5+ 14 2d2 wd5) 13... 
WaS 14 Wxc4 h6 15 Of7 Be8 16 
Wb3 (16 Wc2, threatening 17 Wg6, 
can be met by 16... g5.) 16... 
Whb5 (16... Wb6 17 Wd3 g5) 17 
wWxb5 cb. Black now intends to 
capture the e6 pawn (... g5, ... 
E26, ... AdS), in some lines trap- 
ping the f7 knight. White must 
play very actively to prevent this: 
18 2d2 g5 19 Zacl DdS5 20 Hc2 
Hg6 21 Bel &g7 is inadequate. 
18 h4 2d5 19 2d2 gS 20 hS! (20 
hg hg is good for Black after either 
21 &xg5 Ac7 or 21 AxgS Rh6 
22 D3 Rxd2 23 Axd2 Af4.) 20 
... Bc8! 21 Hacl Bc6 22 Bxc6 
(22 2a5 #f4!) 22 ... be 23 cl 
@c7 24 Bxc6 Axe6 25 AeS de 26 


" Bxe6 ed 27 ofl and in Vogt- 


Rogulj, Balatonbereny 1986 a 
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draw was agreed since White’s 


active rook constitutes just 
enough compensation for the 
extra pawn. 

9 6 


In Martin—Fernandez Garcia, 
Spanish Ch 1978, the stem game 
for 8 ... &f5, White played the 
weaker 9 2g4?!. There followed 
9... e6! 10 f4 de 11 &xf5 ef 12 de 
h6 13 Agf3 (13 Wh5?! g6 14 wh3 
@Ac5 15 0-0 4d3 leaves White in 
great difficulties.) 13 ... AcS 14 
0-0 wd3! 15 Wel De6 16 &hi 
0-0-0 17 g3 g5! and Black em- 
barked on a vicious kingside 
onslaught. White succumbed as 
follows: 18 fg hg 19 Ab3 f4! 20 gf 
g4! 21 f5 gf 22 fe 2b4 23 wf2 
Bxh2+! 24 Sxh2 Hh8+ 25 og3 
Be8+ 26 of4 fe! 27 wxf3 2f8+ 
27 &g3 Rel+ 29 Sg2 Bxf3 30 
Exel Bg3+ 31 Sh2 Bh3+ 0-1. 

Pas fe 

Less logical is 9 ... &xe6 10 
“Axe6 fe 11 0-0 eS 12 Af3 e4 13 
Ags Af6 14 d5!?, as analysed by 
Winsnes. 

10 g4 

10 £h5+ g6 11 g4 naturally 
deserves consideration. 11 ; 
&d3 12 Wf3 f6 is rather unclear. 

OP on. £26 
11 = =Whb3 

11 ®xe6 Wc8 and now 12 f4 
&f7!? or 12 g5!? (Crocker) 12... 
He5!? 13 Axf8 DAd3+ 14 2xd3 
&xd3. 


| ee we8 
12 &d3 2xd3 
13° Wxd3 AL6 
14. We2 h6! 


15 Axe6 ef7 
16 «25 hg 
17 @f3 @h7 (125) 


125 


21 =&g5+ 
Black 


$g8 

can hardly tolerate a 
knight on e6, so has nothing better 
than repeating moves. Sion Castro 
decides to try for more, but Fer- 
nandez demonstrates that Black 
has hidden defensive and counter- 
attacking resources. 


22 ~wd3 Ehé! 
23 —Re3 wed! 
24 «hd d5 
25 «b3 - de 
26 =e e5 


Thus the f8 bishop springs into 
action and the white king is in 
grave danger. The game continued 
27 cS DBd5 28 de He8 29 Wh3 
ExeS 30 Wxb7 Ef6 31 Wb3. 

Now 31 ... @xes? fails to 32 
Wb8-+, but Black finds an effective 
method of demolition: 31... &xf2! 
32 @xf2 BHxe3 33 Wxe3 Axe3 34 
@xe3 2xc5+ 35 d3 wd44+ 36 
ge2 We3+ 37 gdi 2b4 38 
Sc2 Wce34+ 0-1. 


Index of Variations 


1 e4 Df6 
22c4 13 
203 JS 
2 Ac3 d5 
3 ed Axd5 
4g3 16 
4@xd5 16 
4d4 17 
4wf3 18 
4 DAge2 Ac6 18 
4 2c4 Db6 (4... Axc3 19;4...e6 19) 5 &2b3 20 
265 
5 da 22 
3... Afd7 4e6 (4 f4 23;4d4 24)4...fe5Sd4 24 
3... De4 4 Ace2 f6(4...d4 26)5d3 28 


2e5 d5 (2... De4 3232... Dg’ 33) 

S323 33 

3b3 34 

3c4 Db64b3 34 

3wi3 34 

32c4 35 

3 Af3 d6 4 2c4 35 

3 Hes Hxe5 (3 2. 66 37:3 ..,66 38) 


4 be 
4...d6 38 
4...d5 39 
4 dc 
4...d5 40 


4...d65 Af3 42 
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2e5 Ad5 3 c4 Ab6 4 c5 AS 


5d4 45 
5 Ac3 
5 A@Axc3 45 
5.86 46 
2 RO 
6 AxdS cd 7d4d68cded 46 
62c4 d6 47 
5 ac4 
5... €6 
6 We4 50 
6 Dc3_ 50 
6d4b6 52 


5,..c0G We2 J 


2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 
4225 57 
4 {4 de (4... g6,4... &f5 57) 5 fe 
Sac OO 57 
Seat OS 
5...036 “23 58 
4 2e2 de (4... 26 60) 5 de Ac6 6 Df3 Rg4 
7h3, 7 Ags, 70-0 61 
703 e68 Wa4 62 
4 2c4 Ab6 S 2b3 
5...Ac66e6 64 
5... de 6 Wh5 e6 7 de a5 8 a4 
8... Aa6 65 
8... Ac69 A3 65 
5... Rf5 6 WE3 (6 D3 66)6... Wc8 67 


2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Db6 5 ed ed 

6 a3 69 

6 c3 £e7 (6... 26,6... Ac6 70) 
72e3 70 
7203 71 
7 D3 71 
7 Re2 0-0 8 Hf3 224 9 0-0 Ac6 10 b3 7] 
7 h3 0-0 8 @f3 Be8 9 2e2 72 
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2 e5 Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 DG 5 ed cd 
6d5 74 
62d3 74 
6225 74 
6h3 92 
6 2e3 g6 (6... 2f5 74) 
7a4 74 
71d5 74 
7h4 74 
72d3 75 
7 Wd2 227 8 &h6 75 
6 Of3 g6 (6... &g4 184) 7 ge2 227 
8ze3 84 
8 0-0 0-0 9 £e3 (9 b3 84) 9... Ac6 
10 Dbd2 84 
10 Ac3 2g4 11 b3 85 
6 Hc3 g6 (6... Ac6 76;6... 2f5 92) 
7b3 76 
Th4 76 
7Ze3 27 
8 Bcl, 8 cS, 8 Wd2,8h4 77 
8 £d3 0-0 9 Dge2 Ac6 100-0 77 
72d3 27 8 Dge2 79 
7 advad.(7 ... @27: 7... 2c6 80) 
8 Df3 80 
8cSdce 8] 
7h3 227 8 Af3 0-0 
92e3 Dc6 10 Bcl 82 
9 2e2 Dc6 10 0-0 2f5 
11 2f4 h6é 
ges 92 
12d5 89 
12 wd2 89 
12 Bel eS 8&9 
11 2e3 dS 12 cS Bc4 13 Bxc4 de 14 Wad 90 
11 2g5 h6 12 2e3 dS 13. c5 (13 b3) 92) 13... Ac4 
142xc4 93 
142cl b6 93 
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2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Abo 5 f4 


5.g@8) 96 
5.2, 80 97 
5... de 6 fe 26 7 Ac3 Rg7 97 
5... 2f5 6 Ac3 (6 2d3 98) 6... €6 
7 D3 Da6 98 
72e3 Da6 99 
5... de 6 de £15 7 4c3 €6 
82ze3 2b4 99 
8 Af3 


Sa..ke)] 9 #63 0-0 125 
8... A699 Re3 114 
8 ... &b4 

92d3 98 

92e3 cS 99 


2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 DAb6 5 f4 de 6 fe c5 7d5 (7 D3 10/)7... 6 
(7...g6 101)8 Dc3 ed 9 cd c4 (9... Wh4+ 102) 
10 a3, 10 g3, 10 2f4, 10 Wd4, 10 e6, 10 &e3 103 
10 d6 Ac6 
11 a3 105 
11 AbS 105 
112f4 g5 105 
10 Af3 
10... &g4 
11 axc4 107 
11 Wd4 107 
11 2e2 109 
10... &b4 
11 @g5 &xc3+ 12 be Wxd5 109 
11 &2xc4 2xc3+ 12 be Axc4 110 


2 e5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 DO 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 (7 D3 114) 
7... 25 8 DAc3 e6 (8... (6 114; 8... Ab4 9 Bcl c5 10 D3 e6 
lige2 /14) 
9 2e2 

9... Ab4 10 Hcl c5 11 AL3 114 

9... Wd7 10 Hf3 715 

9...2b4 10 Af3 123 

9 7.2e7 1083 «~(124 
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9 af3 
9... 0b4 114 
9... Wd7 10 ge2 
10...0-0-0 110-0 J15 
10... Hds 
11 0-O 2g4 117 
li Wee 117 
9 ... 224 
10 2e2 &xf3 11 gf Wh4+ 12 gf2 wf4 18 
10 wd2 
10... Wd7 120 
LO, her 27 
lOc. 2804 11 a3.(1] @e2 J27) 11 ... Be7 122 
9...2b4 10 @e2(10 Hcl 123;10a3 123)10...0-0 123 
Det 
10 ge2 0-0 11 0-0 f6 124 
10 dS Ab4 
11 ®d4 125 
11 Bcl 126 


2 eS Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 c4 Abo 5 f4 de 6 fe Ac6 7 2e3 2F5 8 DAc3 e6 
9 Df3 Re7 10 d5 ed 11 cd (11 &xb6 127) 11... Db4 12 Ad4 2d7 
13 Af3 128 
13 wb3c5 14 debe 128 
13 wf3cS14dcbc 129 
13 e6 fe 14 de &c6 15 Wg4 2h4+ 16 g3 gxhl 
17 0-0-0 wf6 18 gh 0-0 
192h3 J3] 
192g5 131 
19 ge2 131 
19 2bS 
19 ...06 133 
19 ...65 20 QoS ees 132 
17 &b5+ c6 18 0-0-0 0-0 19 gh 133 


2&5 Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 DF3 


4...C6 J35 
4.2.36. 136 
4... Ab6 

5 @c3 136 


SXe2 156 
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52d3 136 
5a4a5 137 
4... Ac6 
5he2 138 
52b5 138 
5 c4 Db6 6e6 (6ed 138)6... fe 
7Hg5 139 
74c3 140 
72e3 141 
Th4e5 142 
4...de5 @xe5 (5de 143) 
5 2, C0163 
5... Ad7 
62c4 143 
6 Hf3 144 
6 @xf7 &xf7 7 Wh5+ ge6 144 
5 ne 20 
6 wf3 147 
6 23 147 
6 Ad2 147 
62e2 148 
6c4 Ab6 148 
6 &c4 c6 (6... Re6 149) 7 0-0 227 
8 Ad2 150 
82b3 150 
8 Hel 0-O /50 


2e5 Ad5 3 d4 dé 4 Df3 g6 

5Re2 227 6c4 Ab6 154 

5c4 154 

5 Ags 
5 a. de. 354 
St eh ~ 154 
pecs 15 

6. 9c4 c6(S ... @c6;5...de 157)60-0 ge? 
n> 757 
Ted Wxd6 157 


2 eS 2d5 3 d4 d6 4 Of3 96 5 Scd DDG 6 2b3 2e7 (6... a5 159: 
6... 2c6 160) 
Ted 161 
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70-0 16] 
7@bd2 16] 
7Wwe2 161 
7 a4 
T ver 6 163 
7...d58a5 Ac4 163 
7... de 8 aS D6d7 (8... AdS 164)9 axf7+ 165 
7... 
82f4 166 
80-0 167 
8 We2 167 
8 Ags e6(8...d5 169) 
9wfs 169 
9f4de10fec5 170 
7 Ags 
free! bene &a | 
Tsee8 
8f4de9fecS 173 
8 wf3 
Suemibd? 175 
8...0-0 176 
8... We7 9 De4 de 10 225 Wb4+ 11 c3 wa5 
12 Df6+ 177 
122f6 179 
2 eS Ad5 3 d4 d6 4 Af3 2g4 
5 c4 Abb 
62e2 184 
6ed 184 


6 d5 e6 (6... A8d7 185) 7ed 185 
5 h3 &xf3 6 Wxf3 de 7 de e6 

82d3 187 

82d2 187 

8 We4 187 

8ac4 188 

8 a3 Ad7 9 Wg3 188 


2 ec Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 Af3 224 5 ge2 e6 (5 ... Ach 6 0-0 190; 
5... &xf3 19/) 60-0 2e7 (6... Dc6 191;6...a6 197) 
7 c4 Ab6 8 ed cd 
9a4 192 
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9b3 192 
9 Abd2 Ac6 193 
9 4c3 0-0 195 (10 2e3 Ac6 11 d5 197) 
7h3 &h5 8 c4 Abb 
9 ge3 0-0 10 Abd2 Dc6 11 ed cd 12 Hcl 194 
9 ed cd 
10b3 192 
10 Abd2 Ac6 193 
10 c3 0-0 = 195 
7 c4 Db6 8 Ac3 0-0 (8... a6 199) 9 Re3 
9... 4c6 197 
Do oe . 198 
9...a6 199 
9...d5 10 cS &xf3 11 gf Dc8B (11... D6d7 =199) 
12 f4 Ac6 (12... f5 200) 
13 b4 205 
13 Bb1 205 
13 fSef 206 
12 hl 
12... Ac6 200 
12 ...&h4 20] 
12...f513 Bgi 20] 
7h3 2h5S 8 c4 DAS 9 Dc3 0-0 10 ge3 


10...a5 20] 
10... Ac6 198 
10...a6 199 
10... :d5 
‘ cd 202 
11 b3 202 
11 cS &xf3 
12 2xf3 202 
12 gf Ac8 13 f4 
13... 2h4 204 
Wuswld 204 
13....f6 204 
1335 Wes 
1464 205 
142d3 205 


14°f5 ef 206 


Index of Variations 25] 


2 eS Dd5 3 d4 d6 4 Df3 2g45 ge2 c6 


6h3 210 

6 0-O &xf3 7 &xf3 de 8 de e6 
9a4 210 
Od2, 210 Os. GAT 10° Rel We7'l1 We2, 2/3) 
9b3 210 


9 c4 De7 10 Wxd8+ (10 We2 DAd7 2/5) 10... &xd8 2/1 
92hS5S DBd7 2/2 
9 Hel d7 10 a3 (10 We2 2/3) 
10 ...meT 1T Weed 213 
10 ....a5 11 We2we7 273 
9 We2 2d7 (9... &c5 2/2) 
1O'be 273 
10 Bel We7 
11 @d2 213 
11 @d2 273 
Liar 273 
11 g3 &c5 214 
10 c4 De7 
1163. 215 
11 af4 215 
11 Ac3 216 
11 2d2 216 
112¢4 We7 217 
6 gS £f5 (6... R&xe2 218) 
Tas 279 
70-0 219 
74 219 
7&hS 220 
7 ae4 axed (7... Wd7 220) 8 Wxg4 de (8... h6 220) 
9wfS 220 
9dee6 22] 
7 06 fe(7 ... £xe6. 222) 
8ag4 223 
82d3 223 
8 @2h5+ 269 g4 223 
8 24 226 224 
72d3 &xd3 (7... Wd7 226) 8 Wxd3 
8...de9de(9 WfS 220) 
9...c6 230 
9 ... h6” 226 
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S24. 6 
9 De4 226 
9 |f3 de 10 de e6 11 0-0 Ad7 
12 Bel Mc? 227 
12 b3 228 
12 Hdl 228 
12 We2 Wc7 228 
6 5.1 86 
9 c4 Db4 10 Wb3 230 
9 wf3 Wc7 10 c4 231 
9 0-0 de 10 de @d7 
11 We2 h6 12 @f3 Wc7 228 
11 Hel h6 12 Af3 Wce7 227 
6 c4 Ab6 (6... Ac7 232) 
7 ed ed 8 0-0 (8 b3) (233) 8... RE7 9 Abd2 233 
7 Qe @xe2 (7... Ris 235) Swxe2 235 


7 Abd2 

7... Dab 237 

7 sn GOR Gixes 237 

7... D8d7 
8h3 239 
80-0 240 
8ed 24] 
8 Ags 


8... &xe2 9 c6 f6 10 Wxe2 fg 24] 
8... 2159 e6 (9 294 242)9...fe 242 
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THE COMPLETE ALEKHINE 


Alekhine’s Defence is an attempt by Black to fight fire with fire, 
entering into a full-scale battle for the initiative from move one! 
It has therefore always been a popular choice for uncom- 
promising players such as Alexander Alekhine and Bobby 
Fischer, both former world champions. Recently, three times U.S. 
champion Lev Alburt has honed it into a deadly weapon. 


This comprehensive and up-to-date book is sure to cause a new 
surge in interest in the Alekhine. The ciritical main lines are dealt 
with in detail using complete illustrative games, while older ideas 
are reappraised and given fresh life. This book will certainly 
become established as the definitive work for Alekhine players 
for many years to come. 


Graham Burgess is one of England’s most prolific young 
theoreticians. He has competed in international tournaments 
around the world and has a wealth of experience with 
Alekhine’s Defence. 
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